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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Overissuances occur when food stamps are provided to

ineligibl e households or when eligible households
receive food stamp allotments that are greater than the

amount allowed under program regulations. When an

agency determines that a household has received food

stamps to which it is not entitled, the state is

mandated by law and regulations to establish a claim
against and to collect the overissuance from that
household. Within the constraints of the law and

regulations, states have considerable discretion in how

they operate and administer the claims collection

process. However, little systematic information exists
on the policies and procedures adopted by states and

local agencies, or on the effectiveness of agencies at

collecting claims.

Accordingly, the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) of the

U.S. Department of Agriculture has sponsored research to
learn more about these aspects of the Food Stamp Program

(FSP). Claims collection is One of six general topics

covered in a study of FSP operations being conducted by
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc., and its

subcontractors, Abt Associates, Inc., and the Urban
Institute.

The first phase of the study entailed interviews with
state-level food stamp personnel in the 50 states, plus

the District of Columbia, GUamj and the Virgin
Islands. Questions in the claims collection component

of the interviews covered the organization and admini-

stration of the claims collecti °m process; the extent to

which the claims process is automated; the policies and

procedures involved in identifying overissuances,

establishing and collecting claims, and suspending and
terminating delinquent claims; and some tentative
measures of the effectiveness of the claims collection

process. The data collected in the census of state
agencies were used to prepare preliminary descriptive

profiles of the states' claims collection processes.

The second phase of the study, a survey of a national
sample of 187 local food stamp agencies (FSAs), focused

onclaims collection operations within local offices.

Bec_se responsibility for el'aims collection activities
may bedelegated completeliy or partially to local,

district, or state agencies, or to Combinations of these

offices, the survey data were collected to enhance and
complete the census-based descriptiv e profiles of food

stamp operations in all the states. In addition, the
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survey data were used to develop a nationally

representative picture of claims collection processes.

This report describes the claims collection processes of
the states and selected local FSAs within the states.

Findings are summarized below for each major topic area.

Or_ani- The majority of states show mixed levels of state,
zation and district, and local responsibility for operating the

Adminis- claims collection process; however, after a claim has

tration been established, activities become increasingly
centralized through state-level intervention in most
states.

In addition, specialized staff are involved in the
claims process at some level in all of the states,

although the exact nature of the staff and the functions

they perform are quite diverse. In some agencies, the

specialized staff simply help the caseworker investigate

and establish the claim, while in others the specialized

staff are organized into special units and assume full
responsibility for the entire claims collection process
following the referral of the overissuance.

The claims collection process, unlike other operational

areas of the Food Stamp Program, may involve a number of
local, district, and state agencies. Consequently, a

variety of managerial methods and techniques for

monitoring the progress of individual cases may be

necessary to administer the claims collection process
effectively. Forty-eight of the states utilize routine

summary reports to assess how well the claims collection

process is working and/or to effect communication among

the various units involved in the claims process.

Within the majority of the states, at least some of the

local offices also prepare routine summary reports.

Nationally, routine reports are prepared in both state
and local FSAs for 63 percent of the FSP household

caseload. Routine status reports on individual
overissuances or claims cases are a less frequently used

managerial tool within the claims collection process, as

are time limits to control the period required to

investigate, establish, and collect on a claim. Most

states have instituted some type of system for tracking

overissuances and claims and systems for signalling
workers when claims cases require further attention,

although relatively few of the agencies incorporate
information on the age of the overissuances or claims in

their systems. Only about 15 percent of the national

caseload are represented by local agencies that have a



system for aging claims. The ability to "age"
overissuances and claims is a useful function because it

helps ensure the timeliness of the actions required at

each stage of the claims collection process.

Automation The majority of the states have instituted automated

claims collection processes that complement the

functions performed by their automated food stamp

certification systems; those systems are frequently made

available to the local agencies within their respective

states. However, the extent to which these state and

local systems support the claims process varies

considerably. The automated cLiaims systems of most of

the states include a historyi of the household's payments

on the claim, while only about one-half of the systems

overall maintain a history Of the dates of all actions

taken on overissuances and/°_:_laims. Few of the state

systems are capable of c&f_ul_ating the amount of the

overissuance itself. However, the majority of these

automated systems routinely calculate the recoupment

amount and deduct that amour: from the household's food
stamp issuance. Approximatel_ one-half of the state-

level systems have the capacity to generate demand

letters automatically at:theappropriate time

intervals. ProportionatelF fewer of the locally

available automated clalms_systems can automatically

generate demand letters. Only about one-fifth of the

national caseload are covered by local FSAs with such a

capability.

Policies In the first stage of the claims collection process--

and identifying the overissuance--states report using

Procedures a wide array of detection methods. The following

approaches were frequently perceived by the states as

the most effective: computermatches of wages and

unearned income, recertific&tion reviews, Quality

Control reviews, and conflicting information provided by
the client. Because the detection of overissuances is

generally a local office function, many local agencies

tend to employ more of the detection methods than do

their respective states. The methods which rank among

the most effective nationally include computer matches

or,wages and unearned incorae_ recertification reviews,

and error-prone profiles.

Investigating the identifie d overissuances frequently
entails using specialized staff, particularly to

investigate cases of suspected fraud. In general,

states appear to expend more resources on investigating

and pursuing suspected fraud cases than nonfraud
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cases. The following reasons were cited for emphasizing

fraud claims over nonfraud claims: (1) the necessity of

protecting the integrity of the program, (2) financial

incentives established by FNS, and (3) the higher dollar
amount involved in most fraud claims.

Of the four methods available for establishing fraud

claims--prosecution, disqualification consent agreements

(DCAs), administrative disqualification hearings (ADHs),

and waivers of hearing--only prosecution is used in all

states. Because responsibility for claims activities at
the establishment phase shifts away from the local

level, agencies report that prosecution tends to be a
state- rather than local-level function. DCAs and

waivers of hearing are not used in 9 and 10 states,
respectively. The ADHs and waivers of hearing are the

preferred methods for establishing fraud claims among
most of the state and local offices.

The process of establishing the claim typically involves

a shift in the type of staff responsible for claims
activities. First, fraud claims that are referred for

prosecution and are established through the courts often
move to agencies outside the control of the FSA.

Second, as we have stated, the claims collection process

is increasingly centralized at the state level after a

claim has been established. Finally, in many states, a

shift is evident in the use of specialized staff to

collect payments on the claim.

Collecting claims payments from households which are no
longer participating in the FSP or which have been

issued overpayments due to agency error is generally

more difficult, since recoupment is not a possible means

of collection.i/ Thirty-seven state agencies, and the

local offices of 4 additional states, currently use some

type of alternative collection technique, most

frequently wage garnishment, tax refund intercepts,
small claims court, and property liens, to collect on

claims against households that have failed to respond to

other collection efforts. Although these alternative
collection methods are seldom used by most agencies,

several agencies reported that the threat of their use

_/Claims due to agency error can be collected through

recoupment only if the client agrees to that type of
repayment.
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is often an effective method for generating claims

payments.

The suspension and termination of claims are relatively
low priority functions within the states, and,

consequently, many agencies have large backlogs of both

delinquent claims which are eligible for suspension and
suspended claims which are eligible for termination.

Staff shortages and the lack of resources were the

reasons cited most frequently by state and local
agencies for not maintaining an accurate accounting of
the collectible claims that are outstanding.

Effective- The quantitative assessment of the effectiveness of

ness the claims collection process requires information on
the flow of cases through the claims process. Since the

necessary information is not maintained by the state or

local agencies, professional estimates and
administrative data from Form FNS-209 are used to

construct a tentative profile of effectiveness. Because
both the professional estimates and administrative data

suffer from severe problems, measures of the effective-

ness of the claims collection process are considered

only rough indicators. Given the poor quality of the
effectiveness data, it is not surprising that a close

relationship does not appear to exist between any of the
characteristics of the claims collection processes and
the measures of the effectiveness of claims

collection. However, the measures of effectiveness

would appear to suggest that the claims collection
process can be improved substantially.
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I. INTRODUCTION

This report describes the results of two series of

interviews on the claims collection processes used by
Food Stamp Agencies. The interviews were administered

as part of the first and second phases of the three-

phase Food Stamp Program Operations Study (FSPOS), which
is being undertaken by Mathematica Policy Research,

Inc., and its subcontractors, Abt Associates, Inc., and
the Urban Institute, under contract to the Food and

Nutrition Service (FNS) of the U.S. Department of

AgricUlture.

The first phase of the FSPOS, the "census," entailed

administering telephone interviews to state agency staff
in the 53 state-level FOOd Stamp Agencies (FSAs)

(including Guam, the Virgfn ISlands, and the District of

Columbia), focusing on the_Practices and procedures that

comprise the states' food stamp claims collection

operations. I/ The census data Were examined and used to

develop descriptive profiles of the states' claims
collection processes and to establish a typology of

claims collection procegses based on organizational and

operational characteristics. Because responsibility for
claims collection activities may be delegated completely

or partially to local, diStriCt, or state agencies, or

combinations of those offices, the census data did not

always provide a complete picture of a particular

state's claims operations* Consequently, in the second

phase, a telephone surveYWas administered to a national
sample of 187 local agencies to collect information on

their claims collection operations.2/

!/In addition to covering the states' claims collection

processes, the census of state agencies focused on 5 other

areas: automated certification systems, computer matching,
monthly reporting, quality control, and job-search
activities. The results of the census interviews on claims

collection and the five other areas are presented in

separate census reports.

_/Because the census provided relatively complete

descriptive profiles Of automated certification systems,

_nthiy reporting, quality control, and job search, local

FSA follow-up data collection efforts were unnecessary.
However_ the survey of local offices did include interviews
on computer matching operations in addition to claims

collection operations. The results of the survey interviews
on computer matching are presented in a companion survey

report.



In the second phase, the two primary objectives of the
FSPOS project were to gather data comparable to the

census data from local FSAs in order to complete the

descriptive profiles of the state systems and to confirm
or modify the placements of the state systems within the

typology established following the census. In addition,
the survey data were used to develop a nationally

representative overview of claims collection operations.

The third phase of the FSPOS project plan will consist

of intensive assessments of selected sites, focusing on

the costs and benefits of particularly promising
examples of Food Stamp Program (FSP) operations

identified in the first two phases of the study.

Further project reports will be issued on Phase III.

Section A of this introduction outlines the goals of the

census and survey interviews on the claims collection

process. Section B briefly reviews the sources of the

data, describing the state and local agency samples and
the data collection methods. Section C discusses the

scope of the reported results, and Section D describes

the organization of the remainder of this report.

A. GOALS OF THE CENSUS AND SURVEY OF CLAIMS COLLECTION

PROCESSES

The primary purpose of the census interviews on claims
collection in the FSP was to develop clear, consistent,

and complete descriptive profiles of state systems

currently in use, and to establish a typology which

allows systems to be distinguished according to
categories based on the methods that are used to

organize and operate the claims collection functions.

Because responsibility for claims collection activities

may be completely or partially delegated to local

agencies, the survey data were collected to complete the

descriptive profiles of the claims systems of states and

to confirm or modify the census-established typology.

Based on the census and survey data collection, the

descriptive profiles of the claims process cover:

o The techniques that are used to discover
overissuances and to investigate, establish, and
recover claims



o The policies and procedures of the claims collection
process which are defined at the state and local
level

o The claims collection information functions used by

state and local FSAs, such as automated tracking
systems and systems for monitoring claims

o A profile of the current backlog of overissuances and
claims

In addition, a preliminary analysis of the effectiveness

of the claims collection proces s was undertaken on the

basis of administrative data (Form FNS-209) collected by
FNS.

The need for complete descriPtiVe profiles was given the
highest priority during.the census design period, after
a review of a broader set of questions on claims
collection that are of interest to FNS. Additional

questions of interest to FNS_ identified at the outset

of the FSPOS, included the following:

o What are the costs of the different claims collection

systems?

- What are the costs of identifying overissuances,

establishing claims, and making collections?

- What is the relationshipbetween the claims
collection approach and the cost of claims
collection activities?

- How do the costs of the claims collection effort

vary according to the characteristics of the
households that have overissuances and claims?

o How effective are the different claims collection

systems?

- How effective is each stage of the claims

collection process (identification, establishment,

and recovery) in dealing with the potential or

actUatlciaims cases from the preceding stage?
! :

- How effective are claims suspension and termination

practices, and what conventions should states

follow in suspending or terminating the pursuit of
collections?



- How does the effectiveness of the claims collection

process vary according to the characteristics of
the households that have overissuances and claims?

o Given the impact of different collection approaches
on the costs and effectiveness of the claims

collection process, what claims collection approaches
are most cost-effective?

o What approaches are used to "age" claims and
prioritize claims collection activities?

Based on a review of the data commonly compiled and

reported by state and local FSAs, and in view of the

data collection constraints inherent in telephone
interviewing, a conclusion was reached during the census

design period that the census and survey data collection
efforts would not be able to create a useful data base

for a serious analysis of the costs, effectiveness, and
cost-effectiveness of the c[aims collection process.

Such detail will require a more extensive analysis of

claims collection systems. Consequently, questions on
costs and effectiveness were deferred for possible

exploration in the intensive assessment stage of the
FSPOS.

B. SAMPLE AND INTERVIEWING METHODS

Four aspects of the census and survey provide the

necessary background for presenting the results: (1)

the sample of state agencies covered in the census, (2)

the sample of local agencies covered in the survey, (3)
the data collection instruments and interviewing methods

that were used in both the census and the survey, and

(4) the use of materials received from state agencies.

State The general purpose of the claims collection census was

A_encies to describe the operational processes used in each state
Included in based on the interviews with state FSA staff. The

the Census claims collection interview was attempted for all

state FSAs and the FSAs in the District of Columbia,
Guam, and the Virgin Islands, or 53 jurisdictions. The

interview was administered successfully to all of the

jurisdictions, except California and North Dakota. The

California FSA was not able to respond meaningfully to
the instrument because of the wide variation in the

claims process across the local FSAs. In North Dakota,
the pressures of current work and staff shortages made

it impossible for FSA staff to participate in the study.



Local The census data collection effort indicated that the

Agencies level of operational responsibility for different
Included in components of the claims collection process varies

the Survey widely among the states. In some states, the claims
process is primarily a state or district function

following claims referral; in those states, the census

provided relatively complete descriptive profiles of

their claims collection systems. In other states,
claims activities are handled at the local level in the

earlier stages of the claims collection process, and at

the state level in the later stages. In the remaining
states, the claims collection process is almost entirely

a local operation. Where responsibility for claims

activities rested significantly at the local level, the
state FSAs were not always able to provide complete

information on the components of the claims collection
process that occur at that level.

The purpose of the survey, then, is to complete the

descriptive profiles of the states and to identify the

primary claims collection approaches used by a state's

local FSAs, particularly in those states that exhibit

significant variation at the local level. The survey
sample was drawn to reflect the necessity of collecting
more information from some states than from others.

A stratified random sample of 187 local agencies was

drawn from the universe of approximately 2,900 local

FSAs,3/ with the probability of the selection of each
local agency proportional to the size of its household
caseload within its respective state. For states whose

_/As of January 1986, 2,896 project areas were identified by

the FSP's Statistical Su.mtary of Operations. In most cases,
the unit of observation for the survey is the same as the

project area definition. However, in some states, the local

organizational unit doe_not coincide with the project area

def_ition_ For example_ the Statistical Summary of

O[_e_ations lists as siag[t FSP project areas the entire
stales of Maine, New _shlre, and Vermont, and the very
large metropolitan arets of Hew York City, Chicago, and

PhiLadelphia. Because the intent of the survey was to

F,a_her data at the:::[ocal_level, lists of separate offices

within those states and metropolitan areas were acquired
from state officials in order to include such local-level

offices in the survey sample. The use of "agencies" in this

report refers to the local agencies and offices that
comprised the survey sample.



claims collection process did not vary significantly at

the local level, 2 local FSAs were chosen for the

sample; for states that did exhibit substantial
variation at the local level, 5 local FSAs were

generally selected.4/ The selection of only 2 local
agencies from the former set of states was nonetheless
expected to provide the information necessary for

confirming the profile of the claims collection process

obtained from the census and to provide additional
information on some operational procedures used within

local offices, information that will be necessary for

selecting local site candidates for the intensive

assessments in FSPOS Phase III. Details of the survey

sample design are included in Appendix C of this report.

While the sample of local offices is not intended to be

representative of local FSAs within any particular
state, the total sample is nationally representative of

the claims collection process faced by the FSP case-

load. Consequently, the survey data can be used to
create a national profile of FSP claims collection
activities.

The District of Columbia, Guam, and the Virgin Islands

were not included in the local FSA survey sample because
most of their claims collection activities are

centralized in the "state"-level FSA; interviews with

local FSAs were not expected to provide more information

than that which had been gathered in the census.

The survey interview was attempted with the sample of

187 local agencies, and was administered successfully to
171. Sixteen local offices in 8 states were unable to

respond, generally because of staff and/or resource

constraints. Although such nonresponse was not a
problem in most states, none of the selected sample

_/While Maine was considered a state which exhibits

substantial variation at the local level, the relatively
small size of its FSP caseload and the small number of its

local FSAs made it necessary to select only 2 sample sites
in that state. For states with a mix of state and local

responsibility for various claims collection activities, 2

sites were selected in states that operate more centralized

claims systems (or where the census data were believed to be

relatively complete), and 5 sites were selected in states

that operate less centralized systems (or where the census
data were relatively incomplete).



sites in Connecticut and Idaho could participate in the
study; thus, no local data are available for either
state.

The lack of data on local agency claims collection

activities in Connecticut does not hamper developing
that state's descriptive profile, because the census

data were relatively complete and indicated substantial

state-level responsibility. However, in Idaho, census
respondents reported a wide mix of state and local

responsibility. The lack of survey data to confirm and

supplement the census data in Idaho means that only an

incomplete descriptive profile is available for that
state.

Data The FSPOS project included two separate data collection

Collection efforts, which required separate approaches for

Instruments developing the census and survey data collection
instruments. Telephone interview census instruments

were developed after an extensive review of the data

already available from FNS files, earlier research, and

state reports to FNS. The census instrument questions

were written to elicit codable structured responses,
either binary (yes/no) answers or prerecorded answer

categories. Open-ended questions were rare, and answers

to them were used primarily to interpret responses to

other questions as necessary. Skip patterns were
included in the census instrument so that only questions

relevant to the particular agency were asked.5/

Following the preparation of the census instrument

drafts and their review by FNS, pretests of the instru-
ments were administered to three state agencies in all

six of the operations areas covered by the FSPOS
census.6/ Based on these pretests, substantial changes

were made to the instruments to improve their clarity

and completeness.

5/The:ctalm' collection cen,!u, instrument is attached as

Apla_m_dix D, and the Type i:iBii_isur_eyinstrument as Appendix
E. The Type B instrumen_:{s representative of all 3 survey

instruments, because it encompassed all of the questions

that appeared in the other 2 survey instruments.

_/The help of agency staff in the pretest states

(Connecticut, Tennessee, and Texas) was very valuable and is

gratefully acknowledged.



The local FSA survey instruments were developed largely
on the basis of the census data and data collection

experiences. With the census data, states' claims

collection systems were classified as one of three

organizational types--predominantly state-operated, with

little local variation (Type A); a combination of

local-, district-, and/or state-level responsibilities

(Type B); or primarily locally operated (Type C). Since
the extent to which the census-based descriptive

profiles were complete varied by organizational type,
the interviews that were conducted with local FSAs in

states of each type required separate survey
instruments, each with its own specific focus.

In Type A states, the census data were sufficient to
prepare descriptive profiles of their claims collection

operations. The survey instrument for those states was

written to gather limited data for confirming certain

organizational and managerial aspects of their systems
that were uncovered in the census. The Type A
instrument was a shorter version of the census

instrument, modified to include local references.

Because the census data from Type 8 states indicated
varying combinations of local, district, and state

responsibilities for claims collection activities, the

survey instrument for those states included both modules
that all local FSAs were required to answer and modules
that local FSAs without sufficient census information

had the option of answering in order to complete the

descriptive profiles of the states. The required

modules were the same general organizational and

management modules that comprised the entire Type A

instrument. The optional modules were comparable to the
remaining modules in the census instrument, modified to

include local references, and were administered to a

local agency if the local agency was responsible for a
stage of the claims collection process.

In Type C states, where claims collection activities are
operated primarily at the local level, the required

modules in the survey instrument included all of the

required and optional modules in the Type A and Type B
instruments.

Interviewin_ Interviewing methods in the census and survey data
Methods collection efforts were quite similar. Census interview

respondents were nominated by state FSP directors or

their delegates in preliminary telephone discussions
with senior FSPOS research staff. In many instances,



multiple respondents were suggested, most often a senior

staff member involved in developing policy and proce-
dures and a staff member involved in preventing and/or

detecting fraud and abuse. In some cases, the FSP

director was one of the respondents. Copies of the

census instrument and letters that explained the purpose

of the FSPOS were mailed to the interview delegates in

all 53 jurisdictions, in the expectation that advance
notice and a review of the instrument would facilitate

administering the actual interview. However, even with

advance preparation and where multiple respondents were
suggested, interviewers often encountered situations in

which the respondents suggested other agency staff as
the best sources of answers to specific questions;
interviewers then contacted these other staff. Of the

51 census interviews completed, approximately 33

entailed contacting additional respondents. Claims
collection census interviews generally lasted about two
hours overall.

Preparation for the local survey interviews included

several steps. The first step was to send a letter to

state agency directors to advise them of the timing and
purpose of the FSPOS survey and to request their

assistance in naming the appropriate liaisons with the
187 selected local agencies. Executive interviewer

staff followed up on the letters by telephoning the

state agencies to obtain the names of the local agency

directors or other designated respondents._/

Letters and the appropriate survey instruments were then

forwarded to the local agencies. After allowing time

for the local offices to receive the interview package,
the FSPOS executive interviewers called the designated

officials for the names of the staffpersons nominated to

respond to the instrument. The nominees included claims
supervisors, casework specialists and program techni-

cians, directors of income maintenance programs, and

local agency administrators. As was true for the census

_nterview, multiple respondents were often named for the
claims cOlieCtionsUrvey interview, and similar addi-
tional contacts beyond the initial suggestions were

often necessary. The length of the survey interviews

_/In a few cases, the state agency official suggested that

certain selected agencies be released from the study sample
and replaced with other local agencies with comparable
caseload sizes.
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varied--Type A interviews generally lasted about 40

minutes, Type B interviews about 60 minutes, and Type C
interviews about 80 minutes.

Although the claims collection census and survey

instruments consisted almost entirely of structured-

response questions, the interviewing method entailed in-

depth discussions of the questions and nondirective
probes to clarify responses. This process was necessary

because of the complexity and variety of state and local

operations and the consequent difficulty in establishing
consistent interpretations of terminologies among

interviewers and between interviewers and respondents.

The difficulty with consistent terminology was an even

greater problem in the survey than in the census. For
example, the names of units or the job titles of staff

who appeared to be performing similar functions in

different offices showed little uniformity. To help

ensure consistency, the census/survey coordinator and
the senior project researcher who was assigned to the

claims collection topic reviewed every completed
interview. The reviews uncovered apparent inconsis-

tencies among interview responses, and identified

answers which, based on other information provided,

appeared to reflect interpretations of interview

terminologies that departed from the intent of the

interviews. As the interviews proceeded, these reviews

also identified the necessity for clarifying the intent

of specific questions and their interpretations further
within the context of particular system characteristics.

Based on these reviews, three steps were taken. First,

"question clarification" statements were prepared and
distributed to interviewers to guide them in the further

administration of particular interview questions.

Second, interviewers called respondents back to clarify

or confirm responses and to probe further to resolve

what appeared from the interviewers' perspective to be
inconsistencies. Call-backs were made for this purpose

to almost every responding state FSA and the majority of

the local FSAs. Finally, several additions were made to

10



the set of coded question responses defined in advance
of the interviews.8/

Use of In addition to the telephone data collection activities

Materials described above, the census phase of the FSPOS entailed
from State collecting background materials from state agencies.

Agencies State agencies were asked to provide a variety of

materials: application, recertification, and monthly
reporting forms, computer input forms and worksheets,

procedures and policy manual sections pertinent to each

operations area, and any existing statistical or

management reports that could supply data in response to
some of the more complex census interview questions.

Although the request for these materials prior to the

census interviews was intended to solicit only existing
data_ forms, and reports, it is clear that many agencies
devoted substantial efforts to assembling the materials.

The materials provided by the state agencies formed an

important contextual background for an analysis of the

census and survey interview questions. In some cases,

the data available in these materials provided responses
to specific interview questions, which saved time in the

interviews. In other instances, where the complexity or

subtlety of the procedures or systems of a state or

local office could not be captured completely in the
structured interview responses, the background materials

were used to ensure that the interview responses were

interpreted correctly.

C. SCOPE OF REPORTED RESULTS

The claims collection census and survey interviews were

designed to provide consistent, systematic profiles of

the state and local systems examined, and to present the
collected data in a structured form that facilitated

drawing comparisons among claims collection processes

along commonly defined dimensions. The instrument

design process emphasized developing carefully worded

8-/Sgecifically . :codes were 444e4 tO identify specific units

a_or staff involved in the ctaims collection process and

to identify the characteristics of the cases which had an

impact on how the case was handled in the claims process

(e.g., Questions 5.13, 5.20, and 5.25 in the census

instrument and Questions 5.10, 5.20, and 5.25 in the Type B
survey instrument ).

11



questions that could solicit structured, codable

responses. Although this approach makes it possible to

compare systems and summarize system features, it also

imposes certain inevitable weaknesses on the capacity of
the instrument to capture detail and subtle differences

among systems. Using an interview format that consists

of more open-ended questions, and reporting on the

salient features of each system in descriptive text,
would provide more detail and clarity on each

approach. However, this interview method was rejected,

because it would likely have complicated the process of
compiling summary information and comparing systems.

The results presented in this report are based on the

classification of claims collection process

characteristics according to the distinctions formulated

in the interview questions and response codes. Given
the format of the interviews, many questions elicited

responses that did not correspond directly to response
codes. Interviewers took notes during the interview to

capture the content of such responses. It was then the

job of the interviewer (often in consultation with the

researchers who were working on this topic) to interpret

the response and record an answer.

This process necessitated that interviewers take three

types of actions: (1) interpreting the intent of the

question when the response raised questions about
distinctions not explicitly included in the question

wording or response codes, and not yet covered in

interviewer training; (2) selecting an appropriate

response code based on the clarified sense of the

question; and, in a number of instances, (3) adding code

values to the codes originally defined, to capture

important distinctions. The net effect of this process

was to conceal some differences among systems or
peculiarities of particular systems for the sake of

describing all of the systems in comparable terms.

The census and survey data collection efforts were

relatively successful in meeting the two primary goals

of the FSPOS project--to develop descriptive profiles of
the states' claims collection operations, and to

construct a nationally representative picture of the

claims collection process. However, it is important to

bear in mind that, because the survey sample within each
state was small, the survey results do not consistute

statistically representative estimates within the

states. Consequently, the local data can only indicate

12



the extent of variation in the state and do not

necessarily reflect all of the local variation.

The survey results are used in different ways for the 3
groups of states:

o For the 19 states whose claims collection activities

are largely state-operated, the census data provide

relatively complete descriptive profiles; the survey
data from the Type A data collection instrument are
used to confirm these profiles.

o For the 14 states in which a limited range of claims
functions are performed at the local level, the

survey data from the Type B instrument are used to

fill in the gaps of our census-based knowledge of the

states' systems.

o For the 20 states in which claims collection is

primarily a local function, the survey data from the

Type C instrument are used to provide most of the

states' descriptive profiles.

In states in which a great deal of variation exists

across the local agencies in terms of how the claims

collection process is organized and/or operated, state

FSA census respondents were asked to provide information
on the claims collection process as it applies to the

majority of their caseload. Given the small survey

sample within each state, census and survey data may
appear inconsistent in some instances where a particular

local office may differ from the characteristics

reported in the census for the majority of the caseload.

In preparing the states' descriptive profiles, the

survey data gathered from local offices on actual local
office claims processes were compared with the available

census data. Where census data indicated the presence

of or responsibility for a particular function in the
local agencies but the survey data did not, the census

data were used as_ basis for the descriptive profile

as they were more representative of the entire state.
In those states in which Census data indicated the

absence of a particular _feature or responsibility in the

majority of its local offices, but survey data indicated

otherwise, the survey data were used to create more
indepth profiles of the claims process within the
states.

13



Because the nationally representative overview of the

claims collection process is based on the local FSA

survey data, the lack of local data for 16 sample sites

also potentially influences the national numbers by

introducing a small degree of nonresponse bias into the
analysis. (The unavailability of data for the 16 local

FSAs represents less than 1 percent of the caseload to

be examined in developing the national overview.)

In addition to the information necessary for developing

a descriptive profile of state claims collection systems
and constructing a national picture of the claims

collection process, the census and survey attempted to
draw a very limited characterization of the effec-

tiveness of the various processes of the claims
system. A_n analysis of the effectiveness of the claims

system requires information on the flow of cases through

the claims process, since actions taken at each stage of

the process are conditioned upon the actions taken at

the previous stage of the process. In other words, the
effectiveness with which the state or local FSA collects

on claims is a function of the success with which the

state establishes claims, which in turn is a function of

the state's ability to detect overissuances. No state
FSAs maintained the data necessary for examining these

conditional measures of effectiveness, and local FSAs

were even less likely to have such data available.

Thus, the analysis of the effectiveness of the claims

collection process will rely on some very rough

professional estimates by the states and on existing
administrative data from Form FNS-209. While not useful

for developing the conditional measures of
effectiveness, Form FNS-209 data do permit developing

very rough proxies of effectiveness.

D. ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The remainder of this report consists of three

chapters. Chapter II provides a brief overview of the

functions involved in the claims collection process and

presents the descriptive data collected in the claims
collection census and survey, with tables and accom-

panying text to summarize the census and survey results

according to major topics. Chapter III describes the

types of systems that can be distinguished from the

census and survey results and classifies the states'
claims collection processes according to this typo-

logy. In addition, it examines the relative effec-

tiveness of the states' claims collection processes

14



based on state-level data. Chapter IV provides a

nationally representative overview of the claims

collection process, and outlines areas for possible
further assessment under the FSPOS Phase III.

15



II. DESCRIPTIVE PROFILE OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION
PROCESS

Overissuance occurs when food stamps are provided to
ineligible households or when eligible households

receive benefits that are greater than the amount

allowed under program regulations. The client and the

FSA share responsibility for determining the household's

food stamp eligibility and benefit level. The client is
required to provide the information that enables the

agency to determine the household's need. The agency is
required to process that information in a correct and

timely manner. When an agency determines that a
household has received food stamps to which it was not

entitled, the state is mandated by law and regulations

to establish a claim against and to collect the
overissuance from that household.

In practice, the operation and administration of the

claims collection processes implemented by the state and

local FSAs exhibit a great deal of diversity. This
chapter provides a general overview of the functions

involved in collecting claims and a detailed profile of

the claims collection processes used by the state and

local FSAs.1/ The detailed profile consists of ninem

areas:

1. The organization of the claims collection process

2. The automated processes used to collect claims

3. The management of the claims collection process

4. The detection of overissuances

5. The investigation of overissuances

6. The establishment of claims

!/"State" is used here to refer to the 50 states for which data are

available, and the District of Columbia, Guam, and the Virgin Islands.
"Local FSA" is used to refer to offices for which data are

available, Loeal _ies i_ _Idaho!_i!ii_ct{_::_id no_z respond to the

surve_'!:!:whi te_ :loc.l_ ac--n,cies :in: Zthei!i:O_S_r£cCio_-i!_-'lvmbi-a, :ouam, and the
Virgin =Islands were,;noc included in,:_i:!_rvey _ause:chei r claims
collection activities are centralized in the state-level FSA.
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7. The collection of payments on claims

8. The suspension and termination of claims

9. The effectiveness of the claims collection process

A. OVERVIEW OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

In organizing this descriptive profile of the claims
collection process, we have identified six steps or

stages of the claims collection process:2/

1. Claims referral

2. Claims investigation

3. Claims establishment

4. Claims collection

5. Follow-up activities on delinquent claims

6. Claims suspension and termination

While the approaches used at each stage of the claims

process vary among and within states, a general claims

collection process prevails. Figure II.1 shows the

general structure of the claims collection process.

The claims collection process begins with the discovery
that a household has received food stamps for which it

is not entitled. Following the discovery of the over-

issuance, the FSA must, in most circumstances, take

_/These six stages do not necessarily correspond to the structure

of the claims collection process in a particular state or local FSA. For
example, in some state and local offices, the claims referral and

investigation stages constitute a single process. However, in order to

provide a consistent description of the systems, we use this six-stage
definition of the claims process for all states and local FSAs.
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action to set up a claim against the household.3/ This

stage of the claims process--the discovery of the

overissuance and the formal steps taken to initiate the
claims process--is labelled "claims referral."

Following the claims referral stage, the nature of the
error that led to the overissuance must be determined

(i.e., administrative error, inadvertent household
error, or intentional program violation); the amount of

the overissuance must be calculated; and any inquiry
into the circumstances of the overissuance must be

performed. This stage is referred to as "claims

investigation." In this stage, a distinction is made
between nonfraud cases (i.e., claims due to
administrative errors or inadvertent household errors)

and suspected fraud cases (i.e., claims believed to be

due to intentional program violations); claims are
generally investigated more thoroughly for cases of
suspected fraud.

The third stage of the claims process--claims
establishment--is different for cases of nonfraud error

and cases of suspected fraud.

For nonfraud errors, establishing the claim entails
deciding whether or not to initiate collection actions,

and, if so, notifying the household by a letter of
demand explaining the amount and circumstances of the

claim. If the household chooses to appeal after being
notified of the claim, a fair hearing is also

required. The decision to initiate collection action or

not depends on the size of the claim, whether it can be

collected by reducing the household's food stamp

allotment, and whether the household can be located.
Collection actions will be initiated for all claims of

$35 or more. For claims of less than $35, collection

actions are initiated only if the overissuance is due to

a household error and the household is currently

participating in the Food Stamp Program (so that the

claim can be collected by reducing the household's food

stamp allotment). If the state or local office has

_/No claim is required if the overissuance occurred because (1) the
FSA failed to ensure that the household signed the application form,

completed a work registration form, or was certified in the correct project
area; or (2) the household transacted an expired (but unaltered)

Authorization to Participate (ATP) card.
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documentation that the household cannot be located, the

collection of the claim, regardless of its size, will
not be initiated.

Establishing a claim for an overissuance from suspected

fraud entails different procedures, as indicated in
Figure II.1. The amount of the claim for an intentional

program violation is calculated as the amount overissued

from the time of the violation until its discovery, up
to a maximum period of six years. Until fraud has been
established, the claim for the amount of overissuance in

the 12 months prior to the discovery of the error can be
processed as an inadvertent household error. Fraud can

be determined through an administrative disqualification

hearing, a waiver of the hearing by the household
member, the judicial system, or a disqualification

consent agreement.

After fraud has been established, the guilty household

member is disqualified from the program, and the state

initiates collection actions against the individual's
household for the entire _unt of the claim.4/ As with

nonfraud claims, the household receives a demand letter

specifying the nature of the claim and outlining the

possible methods for repayraent.

The fourth stage of the claimsprocess involves the

collection of payments on the claim. The household can
pay the claim or make arrangements to pay by any one (or

a combination) of three methods: lump sum, install-
ments, or a reduction in the fo_d stamp allotment. If

the household fails to pay (or!to continue to make

payments on) the claim, the FSA is required to take one

of the following actions:

o For current program participants, the FSA must reduce
the food stamp allotment when a household error is
involved (whether intentional or unintentional).

o When an administrativ4 error is involved or the

:household is no longer participating, the FSA must
Continue to send demand letters until the household

:pays or agrees to pay, until the criteria for

_/In cases where fraud is established through judicial proceedings,

the collection actions of the state or local FSA may be determined by those
proceedings.
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suspending the claim are satisfied, or until the FSA
initiates other collection actions of its choice.

The collection stage of the claims process includes
procedures for setting up the claim for repayment, the

use of demand letters, and procedures for tracking
claims payments and recoupment amounts.

The fifth stage of the claims process consists of the

follow-up activities that are used to pursue payment on

delinquent claims. This stage entails identifying

delinquent claims and using alternative collection

methods to collect on the claim, such as wage
garnishment and tax refund intercepts.

The final stage of the claims process covers the
suspension and termination of the claim. This stage

entails identifying claims which are eligible for

suspension and termination and initiating the processes

by which those actions are taken. A claim can be sus-

pended following the mailing of the required demand
letter(s) if:

o The FSA has documentation that the household cannot

be located, or

o the cost of further collection activities is likely
to exceed the amount which can be recovered.

A claim can be terminated after it has been held in

suspension for three years.

Despite the general uniformity of the claims process as
stated in the regulations, the organization of the

process varies significantly across and within states.

In many state and local offices, a central claims

processing unit handles part or all of the

investigation, establishment, and collection procedures

following the claims referral.5/ In other states,
particularly those whose programs are state-supervised

and county-administered, all of the components of claims

processing are handled within each local office.

_/In a number of state and local FSAs, the centralized claims

office handles claims for several assistance programs (e.g., food stamps,
AFDC, Medicaid, and General Assistance).
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B. ORGANIZATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

As shown in Table II.l, the organization of the claims

collection process across the states ranges from very

centralized systems, in which all the activities

following the referral of the overissuance are under

state-level jurisdiction, to arrangements which involve

only the local or county FSA. Not surprisingly, the

states that operate state-supervised, county-adminis-
tered programs tend to have the more decentralized

claims collection processes. However, a substantial

proportion of those states, like the majority of states
in general, have mixed levels of responsibility for

operating the claims collection process, with the later

stages of the process (that is, collection, follow-up

activities on delinquent claims, and suspension and

termination of claims) becoming increasingly
centralized.

In addition, the activities of the claims process are

frequently centralized through specialized staff or
units. As shown in Table II.2, specialized staff are
used at some level in each of the states and, for those

states whose claims collection process varies across

counties, within a substantial proportion of counties

within the states. These specialized staff consist of

two basic types--claims/collections staff or units, and
fraud/investigations staff or units'6/ However, the

exact nature of these staff and the functions which they

perform are quite diverse. In somestates, the
specialized claims staff simply help the caseworker

investigate and establish the Claim(e-g;, Illinois) or

handle only the collection of payments and the follow-up

activities on delinquent claims (e.g., New Mexico and
Utah). In other states, the specialized claims staff

takes full responsibility for the entire claims process

_/Note that the terminologies used here--"claims/collections unit"

I! _t i:: Ev77E:L::_and fraud/inVesztigati0n_ _{t --are not alWaYs consistent With the claims
collectiom arrangements _thin a state or lOCal FSA. For consistency in

describing the claims Systems, any specialized unit which focuses on both

nonfraud and fraudicases_ at any stage _ftheclaims collection process,
the report refer s to a claims/collections unit. Specialized units which

focus primarily on investigating suspected fraud and/or establishing fraud
claims are referred to as fraud/investigations units.
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TABLE I1.1

LEVEL OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR

OPERATING THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Number of States

State- State-Supervised/

Administered County-Administered

Characteristic Pro<Jram Pro(jram Total

Organization of

Food Stamp Program 37 14 51

Level of

Responsibllity

for the Claims

Collection Process

Following Claims Referral a.

Local/county only 0 6 6

Local/county and 32 8 40

district/region
and/or state

District/region 5 0 5

and/or state only

Level of

Responsibility

for the Claims

Collection Process

Following Claims Establishmentb:

Local/county only 1 7 8

Local/county and 13 6 19

district/region

and/or state

District/region 23 I 24

and/or state only

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.! contains the detailed information for each of the

51 states and 171 local FSAs.

NOTE: Because the primary purpose of the local FSA survey was to complete

the descriptive profiles of the states rather than replace the state

FSA census data, this table is based on the census data only.

aStages of the claims collection process following claims referral include

investigation, establishment, collection, follow-up on delinquent claims, and

suspension/termination.

bstages of the claims collection process following claims establishment include

follow-up activities on delinquent clalms_ collection, and

suspension/termination.
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TABLE 1t.2

USE OF SPECIALIZED STAFF IN THE
CLAINS COLLECTIONPROCESS

Number of States

Glaims/Collectlons Fraud/Investigation
Characteristic Staff or Unit Staff or Unit Total

Speciallzed
Staff 43 41 51

Level of Operation

Local/county 23 13 25

District/region 7 5 10
State _2 29 40

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.! contains the detailed information for each of
the 51 states and 171 local FSAs.

NOTE: This table is based on the census data only. Some states have

saecialized staff at more than one level of operation, so the
numbers do not always add to the number of states with speclat
units.
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following referral (e.g., Colorado and New Hampshire).

Similarly, the specialized fraud/investigations staff

may provide assistance to the caseworker in especially
difficult cases of suspected fraud (e.g., Alabama,

Hawaii, and Wisconsin) or may handle all of the

investigation, establishment, and collection activities

for fraud claims (e.g., Alaska and Florida). These

specialized staff may consist of workers with
specialized functions within the local office or may be

a separate unit of specialized staff at the local,

district, and/or state level. The exact functions

performed by each state's specialized staff will be
explored in later sections which discuss the six stages

of the claims collection process.

An additional dimension along which the organization of

the states' claims collection processes varies is the

degree to which the process is integrated with the

claims collection processes for other programs. High
levels of integration would suggest a reduction in the
administrative costs of the food stamp claims process

and the more efficient detection of overissuances (given

the information available through the other

programs).7/ As shown in Table II.3, only 2 of the 53

states do not integrate the food stamp claims collection

process with the claims collection processes of other

!/High levels of integration may also create problems in terms of

how recovered funds are allocated appropriately to the proper programs when
a household has an outstanding claim in more than one program.
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TABLE! [. 3

SUNNARYOF THE INTEGRATIONOFTHE FOODSTPIaPCLAIMS

COLLECTIONPROCESSWITHTHECLAINSCOLLECTION

PROCESSESOF OTHERPROGP_

kMmberof Stat_ with Numberof States with Numberof Stat_ (Lncll FSAsa) with I_/ber of Stat_ with

State-(_ly Inte(j?ati_ State and Local [nte2ratlon Local-Onl_f, lnteratl_ No Integration
_eral _ra I _eral

Characterist tc AFDC Nedlcatd Assistance AFDC Nedicatd Assistamce AFDC 14edtcald Assistance Total

Integratd

Fo_st_cl,m
Collecti_ !_s, 6 4 3 40 35 27 5(13) 3(5) 2(Z) 2

i'
Stage of 4Cta_S Collectfon

: iiii !

ProceSs _,
S 3 2 37 30 23 S(ll) 3(5) 2(_) --

I nveSttgitfons 6 4 3 40 34 27 S(ll) 3(5) 2(2) --

EstabHslmeM. S 3 2 36 28 22 5(8) 3(4) 1(!) --

Collections S 3 2 37 27 22 5(8) 1(2) O(O) --

Fol lO_lp for

delihqumt clafms 4 3 2 3S 26 22 3(6) 2(2) t(l) --

Suspel_t_ tlrdl tllJatliofls 4 3 2 33 25 20 3(6) 2(2) 1(1) --

' Ii'
, ,, , '

SOUR(/: A_tx: Table A. 2 contains tM detatled tafomation for each of the SI states md 171 local FSi.

T

NOTE: la order to S_1u(_ tm th$s table the J'_ _ates for which there are missing census or survey data (due to ref_als or _stloas not asked of locals in states wtt_ut

local vYtattm), App_dIX Tab1e A.I _ medias a Mists for the Initial pIKm_t of a parti_lar state according to the a_ve categ_les; flnal pla_unt dep_c_d' il i
tMi awiliable data for that state lin Apgpendixlabia A.Z.

i

aIhe base mmb_ of local FSAsin this categQry ts 23.



programs.8/ Of the 51 states which have some type of
integration, 5 are integrated at the state level only, 5
are integrated at the local level only, and 41 are

integrated at both the state and local FSA levels. In

all cases where integration does exist, the food stamp
claims collection process is integrated with the AFDC

claims collection process. In addition, for the

majority of cases, the food stamps claims process is

also integrated with the claims processes of Medicaid

and General Assistance. The degree of integration tends
to be greatest at the earlier stages of the claims

process, declining in the period following the investi-

gation stage of the process. The pattern of integration
across the stages of the claims collection process is

quite similar for states that have state-only, state and
local, or local-only integration. The movement toward a

separate process for some or all of the later stages of

food stamp claims collections can be attributed to the

different regulations that govern collections procedures

and subsequent activities for the programs (e.g., rules

for repayment options and recoupment, and requirements
for demand letters).

_/The tables in Chapter II summarize data from the detailed tables

of Appendix A into 4 state groupings for comparison purposes: (1) data on

states in which the characteristic being described is reported to be the

sole responsibility of the state-level FSA; (2) data on states in which the

characteristic being described is reported to be the shared responsibility
of state- and local-level FSAs; (3) data for states in which the

characteristic being described is reported to be the sole responsibility of
local-level FSAs; and (4) data on states in which the characteristic is

reported to be nonexistent at the state or local level. In group (3)--

shared state and local responsibility--the number of states represented by
the local FSAs with the described characteristic, the number of local FSAs

within those states with the described characteristic, and the total number

of local FSAs interviewed within those states, are presented in the

tables. For example, under the third major column heading of Table II.3,
the number of states in which the food stamp and AFDC claims collection

process is integrated only at the local level is 5; 13 of the local FSAs

interviewed within those 5 states have an integrated food stamp and AFDC

claims collection process. As noted in the footnote to the table, a total
of 23 local FSAs were interviewed in those states.
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C. AUTOMATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

The use of automated systems for calculating

overissuance and recoupment amounts, monitoring the
status of claims, and maintaining an account of claims
payments is one factor that can contribute to an effec-

tive and efficient claims collection system.9/ Although
the majority of the states (51 of 53) have automated

claims collection processes at the state and/or local

level (with local FSAs frequently augmenting the state
automated systems with additional automated processes),

the functions performed by the state and local automated

systems vary considerably between the two levels (see
Table II.4).10/ Most state-local and local-only systems

include a his-_ory of the household's claim payments,
although 7 states track recoupment payments but not

other types of payments.

Z/Identifying automated claims collection systems within the local
FSAs that truly augment a state's automated claims system was frequently a
difficult task. Since the local offices did not generally distinguish

between state and local components of an automated systems, survey
respondents frequently were not able to identify local-level functions. In

those cases, information provided by the respondent on all the automated

claims collection functions performed in the local office was recorded.

Consequently, a function that is performed by a local automated claims

process can be identified as such only if the local office reports that a
function is automated despite the fact that the state office reports that
there is no automation of any kind or that the particular function is not
automated at the state level.

In addition, census data on automated certification systems (one of the

other topic areas covered in the census) and on automated claims collection

operations were comparedwith survey data on claims collection, and
revealed variations in the reported levels and_xt_nt of automated systems

in both state and local F_As. These variations are likely to reflect
differences among respondents to the claims collection and the automated
certification system census and survey instruments in terms of their

knowledge of the capabilities of the aut_ted systems.

10/A new computer system installed[by the Idaho FSA in November

1986 may include some automated claims collection components.
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TABLEl I. 4

FUNCTIONSPEI_Qlaa[O8Y THEAUTONATEO

CLAINSCOLLECTIONPROCESS

Numberof States with Numberof States wtth Numberof States (Local FSAsa) wtth Nulber of States with

L_) Characteristic State-Only Automation State &nd Local Automation Local-Only, Autodiatton NoAutomation0

Automated Claias Process 6 41 4(9) 2

Functions Performed by the Automated System

Calculation of overlssuance /mount 1 7 Il1) --

Calculation of rocoupment amount 4 27 2(3) --

Deduction of recouplent ilK)mt frum issuance S 32 4(7) --

Generation of demandletters 3 19 0(0) --

#atnteuance of history of:

Caseactions I 30 4(6) --

AIl actions I 23 3(4) --

Host recent actions only I 7 1(1) --

Recoupment 4 38 4(7) - -

Other clails payments 3 33 3(5) --

Clatm suspensions 3 30 3(4) --

SOURCE:Appendix Table A. 3 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local FS/_.

NOTE: In order to include in this table the states for _atich there are tossing censuS or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of lucals in states without local

variation). Appendix Table A.! was used as a basts for the Initial placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final placement dependedon the

available data for that state tn Appendix Table A.3.

aThe base numberof Ioca) FSAstn this category is IS.



For the 6 state-only automated systems, maintaining a

history of the claims payments is a less frequently used

function; 4 of those systems track recoupment

payment s.11/

Maintaining an automated history of the dates of actions
taken on overissuances and claims is a less frequently

used function, particularly for the state-local and

state-level only automated systems. In contrast, all

states that are automated only at the local level

maintain some type of automated history of case
actions. For those automated systems that do maintain

histories of case actions, evaluations of the
effectiveness and/or timeliness with which the claims

collection process operates can be performed.

Much less frequent than automated histories of claim

payments or case actions is the ability of the automated

system to generate demand letters. Less than one-half

of the state-only and state-local automated systems have
the capacity to generate demand letters automatically at

the appropriate time intervals. For the 4 local-only

automated systems, none of the systems is capable of
generating demand letters.

Most of the automated systems appear to be fairly well
suited to the mechanical function s of calculating the

amount of the recoupment and deducting that amount from

the household's food stamp issuance. However, few of
the systems have the capacity to calculate the amount of

the overissuance itself. Only 9 of the 53 states have

il/The automated claims collection system in Kentucky maintains a

case history only for claims payments through methods other than

recoupment.
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automated systems that are capable of calculating the
overissuance amount.12/

In 4 of the 6 states in which census respondents

reported that the claims process is manual, many of the
local survey respondents reported that some level of
claims automation is available. The use of automated

systems in these local offices, but not in the state
offices, is consistent with the decentralization of the

claims process in those states.

D. MANAGEMENT OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

The claims collection process, while administered by the
state FSAs, often involves a variety of local, district,
and state agencies and specialized staff or units. The

ability of the FSAs to manage the process effectively

across these groups depends on a number of factors.
This section discusses several managerial methods which

may contribute to the effectiveness of the state's

claims collection process. These managerial methods,
which do not constitute a definitive list of the factors

which may influence the effectiveness of claims

collection, are as follows: the use of internal

reports, the use and content of staff training, the
availability of manuals on the policies and procedures

of the claims process, the use of time limits to control

the processing of overissuances and claims, and methods

12/As noted previously, census data collected on automated food

stamp certification systems (ACSs) and automated claims collection

processes vary in terms of some components of the states' automated
systems. Questions in the census instruments did not ask respondents to

differentiate between functions performed by a state's ACS and automated

claims system; however, the data would suggest that the distinction was
made in some cases. Census claims respondents in 10 states, for example,

report that the systems do not automatically deduct the recoupment amount,

while census ACS respondents report that the ACS in 5 of those states do
have that capability.
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used to monitor individual cases within the claims

collection process.13/

Internal Forty-eight of the 53 states use routine summary reports

Reports (other than Form FNS-209) to assess how well the
claims collection process is working and/or to effect a

method for communicating among the various units

involved in the process (see Table II.5). In 8 states,

the summary reports are produced only at the state

level, while in 5 states only the local agencies produce

the reports. In the remaining 35 states, both state and
local units help produce the summary reports.

The stages of the claims collection process covered by
the reports vary considerably. The reports in only 13

states cover all six stages for fraud and/or nonfraud

overissuances and claims, while in the remaining states

virtually all cover the collection of claims payments in
the summary reports. Less Er_uently covered are claims

establishment, the processing of delinquent claims, and
claims suspension and termination.

Routine reports on the status of individual

overissuances or claims cases are a less frequently used

managerial tool within the Claims collection process.

As reported in Table II.6, routine status reports are
not used at all in 14 states, Of the remaining 39

states, 14 use routine status reports at the state level

only, 18 produce both state:and local status reports,

and 7 produce only local-level status reports. These
reports most frequently consider the status of estab-

lished a_d delinquent claims_ the status of claims

referra_ is included in the reports in only 20 states.

In states which produce the summary reports and/or
status reports at the state level only_ the reports tend

to be distributed more widely at the state and/or

district level than at the local level, as shown in

Table II.7. Similarly, in states where only the local

 2/o e manaserlal_thod th't 'a' notc 'id'redin this report,
but which may {nfluence the effe_ct{Veniss of Chei_laims _roces s, is the
direct supervision of claims collection personnel. For example, the Nevada
FSA relies heavily on a system of supervisory case reviews and the
accountability of eligibility claims workers for al}.actions on a case.
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TABLEi i. 5

STAGESOF THECLAINSCOLLECTIONPROCESS

COVEREOBYROUTINESUNNN_YREPORTS

Numberof States with Numberof States wtth Numberof States (Local FSAsa) with Numberof States with
L_
L'- Characteristic State-On1x Summar_Reports State and Local Sumary Reports LocaI-Onl z Sollar_f Reports Ho Sumear_Reports

Preparation of Routine Statuary Reports 8 35 S(%S) 5

Stage of Claims Collection

Process Coveredby the Reports

Referral S Ig S(8) --

Investigation 6 t6 6(7) --

Est abltshaent 8 27 6(10) --

Col 1eottons 8 34 4(12) --

Del tnquent clafns 6 23 6(7) -_

Suspension/term inat ion S 23 S(9) --

Ail stx stages 2 7 4(Z) --

SOURCE:Appendtx Table A.4 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and ]71 local FSAs.

NOTE: in order to include tn this table the ZZ states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in states without

local vartatloe), Appendix Table A.Z Mis used as a basis for the initial placement of a particular state according to the above categories: final placeuent dependedon

the available data for that state in Appendix Table A.4.

&File base numberof local FSAsIn this category Is Z0.



TAgLE ! 1.6

S)AGESOF IH[ CLAIHSCOLLECTIONPROCESS

COV[R[D6Y ROUTIN[REPORTSONTH[

STATUSOF IROIVIDUALCASES

Numberof States with Numberof States with Numberof States (Local FS/_a) wtth Numberof States wtth

Choracterts_t_ State-Onl,v Status Reports State and Local Status Reports Local-Only Status Reports No Status Reports

Preparation of Routine Status Reports 14 18 7(10) 14

Stage of Chilies Collection

Process Covered by the Reports . :i_

Ref_fi'al 11 8 1(3) --

Estakt ti_t 14 18 6(9) --

: Relinqi_ "Claims 10 16 5(7) --

SOURCE:Appendix Table A.4 comtatns the detatled Information for each of the 61 states end 171 local FSAs.

NOTE: Zn order to tKlude tn this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals tn states

wftu iOCal wriatf_#). Apl_enclix Table A.1 vas used as a basis for the Initial placement of a particular state _cor_ltn9 to the above categories; final

phiCment delHmdeden the iwatlable data for that state in Appendix Table A.4.

aTbe base Jr of local FSAs in this category ts 29.



TABLE11.7

GENERALOlSIRIBUliON OF ROUTINESUMNARYAll) STAIUSREPORTS

O_ Numberof States with Numberof States with Numberof States (Local FSAsa) with Numberof States with

State-Onljf Somary Reports State and Local Sumary Reports Local-Only Story Reports No S_ry Reports

Level of Operation 5

Local/county 3 22 5(13) --

District/region 2 6 l(1) --

State 8 32 3(4) --

All levels 8 35 5(15) --

Numberof States with Numberof States with Numberof States (Local FSAsb) with No.er of States with

State-Only Status Reports State and Local Status Reports Local-0nl_ Status Reports MoStatus Reports

Level of Operation t4

Local/county 7 12 7(10) --

District/region 4 3 O(O) --

State 11 13 1(1) --

All levels 14 18 ?(10) --

SOURCE:Appendix 1able A.4 contains the detailed information for eachof the 51 states and 171 local agencies.

NOTE: In order to include in this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in states

without local variation). Appendix Table A. 1 was used as a basis for the initial placement of a particular state according to the above categories: final

placHent dependedon the available data for that state in Appendix Table A.4.

aThe base number of local FSAs in this category is 20.

bThe base numberof local FSAs in this category is Z9.



agencies produce the reports, the reports are distri-

buted primarily within the local agency itself.

Not surprisingly, when both the state and local agencies

help produce reports, the reports tend to be distributed
across both state and local offices.

Staff In 51 states, the state and/or local FSA provides staff

Trainin_ training specifically on the claims collection process
(see Table II.8). Of those states, 5 have local-level

training only. Among the 5 states with only local-level
training and the 2 states with neither state nor local

training, the following were among the reasons given by
state FSAs for not providing training: (1) eligibility

determination--not collecting on claims--is the agency's
first priority; (2) funding cuts have reduced the

agency's ability to provide training; (3) the workers

"learn by doing" in the area of claims collections; and

(4) the claims workers tend to be experienced ex-

caseworkers who require little training. Of the states
with state and/or local training, almost all offer

training for new hires and either schedule refresher

training for existing staff or retrain existing staff as

it becomes necessary (e.g., following a rule change).14/

For states with state-only or state-local training, the

training tends to concentrate on two areas--improving

the detection of overissuances and increasing the
worker's understanding of the rules, regulations, and

procedures of the claims collection process (including

how to use the state's automated claims system

effectively, if it has one). Less conmlon_ii training
which focuses on methods for preventing overissuances,

investigating overissuances, and obtaining collections

on claims. In contrast, when training is solely a
local-level function_ the training tends to cover all of
the areas considered in Table II.8.

Written Written manuals which provide detailed information on

Manuals the policies and procedures of the claims process are

available to staff in all but 4 states and nearly all
local FSAs Within ail the states (s_e Appendix Table

A.5). In addition, in those states that do not provide

claims-specific manuals, the states' issuance manuals do

14/Alabama and Kansas limit the training in claims collection to

existing staff, since new hires do not perform claims collection work.
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TABLE ]1.8

EXTENT ARO EHPHASASOF STAFF TRAINING

IN THE CLAINS COLLECTIONPROCESS

_._ Number of States with Number of States with Humber of States (Local FSAsa) with Number of States with

Oo Characteristic State-Onl_ Traintng State and Local Traintn 9 Local-Onl_ Trlinin 2 No Tralnin_

Provision of Training 6 40 6(16) 2 i

Extent of Training Provided:

Ned hires 6 38 5(13) --

Refresher training S 24 Sill) --

Retraining 6 40 5(15) --

Areas of Emphasis In Training:

Prevention of overlssuances I 3 5(]2) --

Detection of overissuances 4 lg 4(9) --

Investigation methods 0 9 4(7) --

Col lectlon methods 2 8 4(I4) --

ReguTations and procedures 4 17 4(11) --

Vary across state 0 S 0(0) --

SOUR(E: Appendix Table A. 5 contains the detailed tnfomation for each of the 61 states and itl local FSi.

NOTE: In order to include in this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in

states without local variation). Appendix Table A.l was used as a basis for the initial placement of a particular state according to the above

categories; final placement depended on the available data for that state in Appendix Table A. 5.

alhe base number of local FS/_ in this category is 20.



provide a general overview of the claims collection

process.

Time Limits Using time limits to control the length of time

necessary for workers to investigate, establish, and

collect on a claim has been suggested in an audit of the
FSP claims collection process (OIG, 1985) as one method

for reducing the large backlog of potential claims. As
noted in Table II.9, fewer than one-half of the state

FSAs currently have any established time limits which
control the processing of claims. Of the 30 states

without state-level time limits, however, the majority
of local FSAs in 14 of those states use time limits in

various stages of the claims collection process, and

particularly in the early stages of referral,
investigation, and establishment.

Of the states without some type of state and/or local

time limits, several census and survey respondents

reported that time limits were unnecessary because there
were no backlogs of potential claims within their

agency. In other states, more interest was expressed in

emphasizing that the work on the claim be completed

rather than in setting up rigid time requirements. The
inability of most of the state and local FSAs with

established time limits to provide information on the

percentage of cases that are processed within those time
limits suggests that, for most agencies, the time limits

are not closely monitored and, consequently, may not

have much impact on the timeliness with which the claim

is processed.

Monitorin_ The methods used to monitor the progress of individual
Individual cases through the claims process include a system
Cases for tracking the status of an overissuance or claim, a

system for signalling staff that a particular case
requires further attention, and a system for sorting or

reporting case actions based on the chronological age of

the claims.

Trackin s Systems. All 53 states provide some type of
system for tracking overissuances and/or claims through

the claims process (see Table II.10). These systems are
used to check on the status of a case at certification

or recertification, to check the status of cases which

are pending (e.g., cases being held by a special

investigation unit or by the District Attorney's
office), and to prepare management reports on the

activities of the claims collection process. The extent

to which these tracking systems monitor claims at each
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TABLE! Z.9

ESTABLISHEDTINE LINITS FORPNOC_SSING

CLATNSBY 114ESTAGEOFTHECLAIMSCOLLECTIONPROCESS

Numberof States with Numberof States with Numberof States (Local FSAsa) with Numberof States with
d_
0 Characteristic State-OnlylimeLimits Stateand LocalTimeLimits Local-Omi)TimeLimits Mo TimeLimits

Established Time Limits 2 2% ]4(31) 16

Stages of Claims Collection Process

with Established Time Limits

Referral Z IZ 8(13) --

Investigations I 15 12(19) --

EstabIIshment I 19 10(1S) --

Col lect ions I IZ 6(7) --

SOURCE:Appendix Table A.S contains the detailed Information for each of the SI states and 171 local FSI_.

NOTE: In order to Include In this tab)e the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in

states without local variation), Appendix Table A.l was used as a basis for the Initial placement of a particular state according to the abovecategories;

final placement dependedon the available data for that state in Appendix Table A.S.

aThe base number of local FSAs in this category is S9.



TAGLE !1.10

C_TERISTICS OFTH[ TRAOI(ING$YSTE)4SUSEDTONONITOR

INDIVIDUALCA_S IN THECLAMSCOLLECTIONPROCESS

Numberof States with Numberof St.ates with Numberof States (Local FSAsa) vtth Numberof States with

$tate-0nly Trackln9 Systems State and Local Trackino Systems Local-onl, jf Tracking SystemS No Trackinc] Sjfstelis
Ikmual Rutomted 14anual Automated Manual Automdted

Tracking Tracking Tracking Tracking lricktng Tracktng

Chmr'ac_trts,t1c i System System Total System $_stem Total S_tem S_stum Total Total

Tracking Sj_tml 2 4 6 S 40 45 0(1) 2(3) 2(4) 0

stlgat Lof Clails:

Co!lectlem PWKaSS

Non1toted by

Tracking Systdm

Cmlmter itch hlt I 3 4 S ]9 24 O(l) 2(3) 2(4) --

Othm' apparlt overlssumces I 2 3 4 21 gS 0(1) 2(3) Z(4) --

eefwrr_ls 2 1 3 4 27 3L 0(1) 2(3) 2(3) --

invm_l_ttonS 2 I 3 4 27 31 O(l) 2(3) 2(3) --

I c!alm 2 4 6 4 39 44 O(1) 2{3) 2(4) --

2 4 6 3 40 43 Oil) 2(3) 2(4) --

S- '_HNlld clatIis 2 2 4 3 37 40 0(1) 2{3) 2(4} --

Disqualified lad1vlduals 2 2 S S 29 34 0(1) 2(3) 2(4) --

Trackimg $ySbm NonttorS Cases

througk 6 _r 14oreof the

above Stages I 4 S S 26 31 O(1) 1(3) 2(4) --

SOURCE:Appendix Table A.6 contains the detailed information for each of the Sl states amd 171 local FSAs.

NDTF: In order to tnclude tn this table the states for which there are lissin 9 census or Survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in states

without focal variation), Appendix Table A.I was used as a basts for the tnitial placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final

placement dependedon the available data for that state in Appendix Table A.6.J_

aThe base numberof local FSAstn this category is S.



stage of the process varies somewhat across the

systems. With few exceptions, the tracking systems
monitor established claims and claims payments.

Somewhat fewer systems track disqualified individuals

and/or the status of claims referrals and investiga-

tions. Finally, only about one-half of the systems
track the status of computer match hits and/or other

apparent overissuances.

In all but 2 states, the tracking systems include state-

level involvement, with the majority of the systems

incorporating a mixture of state and local
responsibilities. Rather surprisingly, a high
correlation does not seem to exist between the

automation of the tracking systems and the extent to
which cases at all stages of the claims process are
monitored. Within the 45 states with state-local

tracking systems, 40 have automated tracking systems,
and 5 have systems that are manual. All 5 of the manual

tracking systems cover 6 or more of the 8 situations
summarized in Table II.10. In contrast, only 26 of the

40 automated systems monitor as many situations.

Flagging System. A second method for monitoring

individual cases in the claims process is the use of

"flags" to signal a worker when a claim case may require
further attention. These flags can take the form of a

notation in the household's file, a "clip" or color code

attached to the file folder, a masterlisting (automated

or manual) of the relevant cases, or a notation that

appears on the computer screen as part of the state's

automated certification system. Table II.11 summarizes
the characteristics of the systems for identifying or

"flagging" cases which need special attention. Of the

53 states, 51 have some type of system of flags, of

which most (35) involve both state and local agencies.

In 4 states, the flags are used only at the state level,

while in 12 states case flags are an entirely local-
level function.

The majority of the flagging systems identify both
households with claims referrals that have yet to be
processed (i.e., either dismissed or established as a
claim) and households with active claims. Somewhat

fewer systems flag households with either delinquent or
suspended claims. A substantial number of states (29)

have flagging systems that are either manual or only

partially automated (i.e., some of the state's flags are

manual). In most of the flagging systems, the flag
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TABLEII. 11

CHARACTERISTICSOFTHESYSTEMSUSEDTOSIGNAL

STAFFTHATk CASENEEDSFURTHERATTENTION

Numberof States with Numberof States with Numberof States (Local FS/Sa) with Numberof States with

Characteristic State-0nl_ Systemof Flags State and Local S.vstemof Flqs Local-Only Systemof Flags No S_fstemof Flags

SystemofFlags 4 35 12(38) 2

Types of CtaJats That Are Flagged

Referral 3 _ 12(31) --

Active claim, 3 29 12(33) --

Del tnqumit claJli 0 2.1 9(23) --

Suspended elate ! 19 9(18) --

Cash vlth dfsqumJifted individuals 0 O 12(31) --

Vary across state 0 t 0(0) --

Extemt to iltiCh System of FTags

is Aotumatml

M_lmudl : ? 13 6(17) --

Partial ly autmeated 0 6 0(0) --

Fully lutaBat, ed 2 14 9(ZI) --

InfermatJm not available 0 I 0(O) --

One of Hare Flags Permanently

Attached to Case Record Z 29 12(33) -- ,
i:

SOURCE:AppmtdJx Table &7 contains the detailed Information for each of the St states and 171 local FSI_.

NOTE: In order to include in this table the states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questJces not asked of locals In states

withoat local vertatton). Appendix Table A.! was used as a basis for the initial placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final

placelent dependedce the avatllble data for that state in Appendix Table A.?.

aThe base number of local FSAsIn this Category Is 44.
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remains attached to the case record until the claim is

paid, corrective action is taken, or the claim is

terminated. Thus, for these systems, the flag will

remain in place on the case file should a household

leave the program, and is intended to signal the
eligibility worker to the existence of an outstanding

claim should the household reapply.

A_in_ System. The final case-monitoring method
considered here consists of processes for sorting and

reporting on overissuances and claims by their ages

(i.e., methods for "aging" overissuances and claims).

The ability to age overissuances and claims is important

for several reasons. First, it facilitates evaluating
the timeliness with which the required actions of each

stage of the claims process are completed. Second, it
is useful as a method for determining when some type of

"prompting" may be necessary for cases pending at the
various stages of the process (e.g., cases held by the

District Attorney for possible prosecution). Finally,

to the extent that time requirements are built into the

various stages of the claims process (e.g., a claim must

be held in suspension for 3 years prior to termination),

a system for aging claims facilitates executing those

stages efficiently.

Established processes for aging overissuances and/or

claims are relatively uncommon at the state level, as
shown in Table II.12. Less than one-half of the states

have an aging process at either the state-only or state-

local level. Of the remaining states, only 12 have

systems for aging at the local level, leaving 20 states
with no state or local system for aging. In those

states which do age overissuances and/or claims, the

majority of aging systems in which states are involved
focus on the ages of delinquent claims and suspended

claims. The aging of claims investigations, claims

referrals, and apparent overissuances (e.g., computer

match hits) are much less common. States in which aging

is a completely local process focus more frequently on
claims referrals and investigations; the states focus

less on aging overissuances, delinquent claims, or
suspended claims. Thus, the local-only systems are more

likely to focus on the early stages of the claims
collection process than are the state-only or state-

local systems.

The systems for aging overissuances and claims are
frequently automated, with systems in 21 of the 33

states at least partially automated. However, local-
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TABLEIl. 12

CHA_CTERISTICSOF mE SYSTEI4SUSEDTO SORT

CLAllaSBY THEIRCHRONOLOGICALAgE

Nmher of States with Numberof States wtth Numberof States (Local FSAsa) with Nolber of States wtth

Characteristic State-Only System for Agtnq State and Local System for Aging Local-Only Systemfor Aging No System for Aging

Systm for Aging l0 Il 12(17) 20

Types d Claim That Are Aged

Apparent over issuaKes 2 3 3(5) --

Refm'ra !s 4 6 g(1Z) -

lnvesttgittons 4 4 5(8) --

Oeltnwt claim l0 8 5(6) --

Suspendedelates 8 lO 5(6) -*

Extent to Mtic# $ystel of Aging

ts Aut_t _

Ilan_l 2 3 8(11) --

Pirttal ly automated 2 3 0(0) --

Fo1ly automated 6 5 5(6) --

SOURCE:Appendix lib1, A. 7 contains the detatled Information for each of the SI states and 171 local FSAs.

ROTE: In order to tnclnde in this table the states for which there are missing Censusor survey data (due to refusals or cloestions not asked of locals In states without Inca1

variation}) Al_mdlx Table A.I was used es · basis for the initJa) piacueent of a pM'ti_lar state according to the abovecatngortes; final placeuent dependedon the

available data for that state tn Appendix Table A.?.

aThe base NM, er of local FSM tn this categm'y ts 45.
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only aging systems are disproportionately manual

relative to state-only or state-local systems. Eight of

the 12 local-only systems are completely manual.

E. DETECTION OF OVERISSUANCES

The first step of the claims collection process entails

discovering the overissuance and taking the formal

actions necessary for initiating the claims process. Of
the 13 detection methods listed in Table II.13

(excluding the "other" category), 9 are used in 40 or

more of the 51 states. Those 9 methods, in order of

their frequency of use, are as follows: Quality Control

(QC) reviews, conflicting information provided by the

recipient, recertification reviews, "hotlines" and other

informal complaints, computer matching of earned income,

information from other agencies, duplicate participation

checks, special investigation units, and internal

audits. Computer matches of both unearned income and

resources, error-prone profiles, and supervisory reviews

to identify likely cases with overissuances are used

less frequently.

The states' rankings of the effectiveness of the various

methods at identifying overissuances vary considerably

for most of the 13 detection methods. However, computer

wage matching is among the 3 highest-ranked methods in

35 states, while the recertification review is among the

3 highest-ranked methods in 31 states. Of the remaining

methods, only QC reviews, computer matches of unearned

income, and conflicting information from the recipient

are viewed as among the most effective methods by one-

quarter of the states.

Given that the detection of overissuances is generally a

local office function, local agencies are more likely

than state agencies to report using all available

methods to detect overissuances. While states report

using an average of 9 detection methods, local office

respondents report that the local agencies employ nearly

11 (see Appendix Table A.8).

Confirming most of the states' rankings, the methods

cited most frequently by local FSAs as among the 3 most

effective are computer matches of wages, recertification

reviews, and computer matches of unearned income. QC

reviews are cited far less frequently by local FSAs than

by state FSAs as among the 3 most effective detection
methods.
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TABLE11.13

FREQLENCYOFUSEANDRELATIVEEFFECTIVENESSOF THE

NETHOOSUSEDTO OETECTOVERISSUANCES

Numberof States

Numbero¢ States Ranking the Detection Numberof Local FSAs Numberof Local FSAs

Using the Detection Method &long the Three Using the Detection Ranking the Detection Method

Detection Method Method Host Effective a Method Amongthe ThreeMost Effective

CoQputer Matching

Wages 47 36 160 126

Unearned Income 38 16 156 82

Resources 12 2 48 6

Duplicate Participants Check 45 3 147 12

Error-Prono Profile lg 2 B8 2

Hotline/Inforui Coe4mlatnt 48 8 166 32

InternalAudit 41 4 110 12

QCRevte_ 51 19 170 27

RecerttficattonReview SO 31 16g 100

Special Investigation Unit 41 9 117 17

InformationfreiOtherAgencies 47 5 161 9

InformationfrolmRecipient SO 14 t67 37

SupervisoryReviewb 4 I 156 22

Otherc 4 2 t2 7

SOURCE:Appendix Table A. 8 contains the detailed information for each of the Si states and 171 local agencies.

aThe base number of states in this category is S1; California and North Dakota are not included because state-level data were not

available when the census m conducted.

b'Supervtsery RevieW' m net {nclue_ed as aa alteen&ttvW_i'_ttict_ (m litbod tn the cletsus instrument, but was listed as a census

response oftaatmoughthatit vms tnc{v_-&aneng the ix)sstble diKectfem/4thodS ttSted:tntho survey instrualent.

Cincludescam_er matcheswith creditbecamefiles,specialcasereviews;diOr'to-dayactivitiesof the caseworker,and manual

bankrecordmatches.
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Local agencies tend to report using duplicate

participation checks slightly more often than do

states. In fact, in the 8 states which do not report
that such checks are made, 21 of the 25 local offices do

use duplicate participation checks (see Appendix Table

A.8). Comments from respondents indicate that the local

agencies are often matching caseload files across

adjacent counties within the same state.

F. INVESTIGATION OF OVERISSUANCES

The second stage of the claims collection process--

claims investigations--entails calculating the

overissuance amount, determining the nature of the

error, and undertaking any investigations into the
circumstances of the error. Table II.14 focuses on the

organization and structure of the investigation stage,
while Table II.15 describes the characteristics of the

investigation processes of states.

As shown in Table II.14, specialized staff are used to

investigate suspected fraud cases in 45 of the 53

states. In contrast, only 23 states use specialized

staff to investigate nonfraud claims. For both fraud

and nonfraud investigations, the specialized staff
almost always include both state and local

responsibility.

This pattern of using specialized staff more frequently

to investigate suspected fraud than nonfraud cases

reflects both the absence of investigations into

nonfraud claims in several states and the general effort

in most states to provide more thorough investigations

into cases in which fraud is suspected. The more

intensive investigation of suspected fraud claims is

also evidenced by the greater number of states that
include searches for additional errors and/or program
violations in cases of suspected fraud and by the

greater relative emphasis on fraud cases in those states
whose treatment of fraud and nonfraud cases differ.

The reasons cited for emphasizing the investigation and
establishment of fraud claims over nonfraud claims

include: (1) the necessity of protecting the integrity

of the program by both eliminating current fraud and

preventing future fraudulent acts; (2) the enhanced
funding and financial incentives established by FNS to

encourage the pursuit of fraud; and (3) the higher

dollar amount involved in most fraud claims. Only four
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TAgLE 11.14

ORGANIZATIONANOSTRUCTUREOF TI_ INVESTIGATION

STAGEOFTHECLAIMSCOLLECTIONPROGESS

Mum_ of States with Numberof States with Numberof States (Local FSAsa) with

CherKterlsttc , State-Oni_ Investigation State and Local Investigation Local-Only Invest12iKIon

Specialized staff Involved tn

C!atm Inves&lgat toms

Suspected: fraud 2 30 13( 34)
:{ :;

Nonfraud 2 IS 6(26)

InvestlgattQO lKtedes Search

hi ;for Md_klon$: :Errors md/or

Susapectedlframd 2 28 14(43)
{

Nonfraud , Z 24 11(38)

Relative EniPbOs]son Fraud and

Nonfraud cmOS i_n investigation

ami Establ JS_t Efforts

Fraud 1 14 4(13)

Nonfraud 0 2 2(6)

No difference 1 20 9(27)

SOURCE:Appendix Table A.9 contains the detatled tnfomatlon for rich of the SI states and 171 local FSAs.

NOTE: In order to iKJuda in this table the 22 states for b_jch there are missing ceiJus or survey data (due to refusa)s or

questions not asked of locals In states wtthout focal variation), Ai0pemltx Table A.I was used as a basis for the fettle1

placment of a pa_lculm, state according to the abovecategories; trtnal placeaent dependedon the available data for

that state in AppemdfxTable A.9.

aThe base number of local FSAstn this category ts 46,

J_
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states emphasize nonfraud claims over fraud claims. The

greater ease with which nonfraud claims can be investi-

gated and established and the greater potential for
recovering them are reported as the major factors for

that emphasis.

Further evidence of the more intensive investigation of

fraud claims is shown in Table II.15. In generaL, the

states are more likely to use all of the investigation

methods, particularly client interviews and third-party

contacts, and to investigate suspected fraud claims, but
not to use all methods to investigate aL1 cases of
nonfraud.

The greater effort involved in investigating suspected

fraud claims has created a greater need for establishing

priorities to determine which cases of suspected fraud

should be investigated most actively.15/ Systems for

prioritizing suspected fraud claims have been estab-
lished in 33 states, with all but 8 of those states

utilizing priorities that have been established, at

least in part, by the state FSA. Systems for priori-

tizing nonfraud cases are much less common. Only 19

states use a system to prioritize nonfraud claims. In

12 of those states, systems are a mixture of state and

local FSA responsibility.

The systems for prioritizing suspected fraud claims, at
all levels of investigative responsibility, are most

frequently based on the dollar amount of the over-

issuance, the quality of the available evidence, and

whether or not the claim involves a repeat offender or a

flagrant violation of the program rules (see Table

II.16). To a lesser extent, the age of the error and
whether or not the household is currently participating

in the program, are used to determine which cases should
be followed up most aggressively. Similarly, for

systems which prioritize nonfraud claims, the dollar

amount of the overissuance, the age of the claim, and

1-_5/Apolicy of "first in, first out," or processing claims in

chronological order, is not considered a method for prioritizing cases.
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TABLE1I, 15

CliM_TERISTICS OFTHE INVESTIGATIONSTAG[ OF

1TIErlAIIiS COLLECTIONPROCESS

Numberof States with Numberof States with Plumberof States (Local FS/_a) wtth

State-On12(' ,lnvesttcjatton State and Local investigation LQcaI-Onl.YZnvesti(jatlon

CharacteriStic Suspected Fraud Nonfraud Suspected Fraud Nonfraud Suspected Fraud Nonfraud

Heth0ds Al_iys Used

to Investigate

the' C]itm

Casefile revien 2 2 36 37 14(39) 13(41)

In-Off iCe/telephone Interview 0 ! Il 7 4(3) 2(1)

Homv,lSi_ 0 0 3 0 l(O) 0(0)
Thir_)_ centacts 0 0 19 6 5(]6) z(2)
ot_ii_ i t ] i Z(4) 0(0)

{ !

Establ ishlKI Sys=teal

for Prioritizing Cases

for invest igat lea I t 24 12 8(22) 6(19)

i

SOLIRC[:Appendix Table A.%0contains the cletailed tnforlkitton for each of the St states and ltl local agencies.

NOT[= in order to i_lude tn thts table the ZZ states for which there are IltSStn9 census or survey data (due to refusals or

Qmsttons mot asked of locals in states without local variation), Appendix Table A,t was used as a basis for the tnlttal

pTaceilent of a particular state according to the above categories; fIMI placenent dependedon the ava11able data in

Appendix Table A.%0 for tMt state.

aThe base numberof loci1 FS_ tn this categery is 4G.

blncludes forensic investtgetlans and record checks in the case records of another System.

t.n



TABLE! I. 16

CHAI_CTERISTICSOF THECASEWHICHINCR[ASETHE

LIKELIHDO0THATTHE(:LAIN 15 INVESTI_TED

Numberof States with Numberof States with Numberof States (Local FSAsa) with

L_ State-Onl_ Investigation State and Local investigation Local-Onl Z Investigation

Characteristic Suspected Fraud honfraud Suspected Fraud honfraud Suspected Fraud honfraud

System for Prioritizing

Cases I I 24 12 8(22) 6(19)

Characteristic of

Case That increases

L Ikell hood of

Invest tgat ion

Age/hcaI t It/elpl oyment

status of client 0 0 4 2 1(4) 0(2)

Publtc _slstauce household I 0 4 I 3(3) 2(2)

Household eh'or 0 0 0 4 0(0) 2(4)

Age of error or claim I I lO 6 6(13) 4(12)

Active case 0 0 8 7 5(17) 6(I4)

Dollar amount I 0 23 lO 8(18) 6(12)

Quality of evidence I 0 22 0 8(15) 0(0)

Repeat of fender/f Iagrant

violation I 0 21 0 8(18) 0(0)

Otherb 0 0 0 1 1(9) 1(2)

SOURCE:Appendix Table A. 10 contains the detailed information for each of the SI states and 171 local agencies.

NOTE: In order to include in this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not

asked of locals in states without local variatlan). Appendix labia k.l was used as a basis for the initial placeaent of a

particular state according to the above categories; final placement depended on the available data in Appendix Table A.IO for that

state.

aThe base numberof local FSAs in this category is 46.

blncludes errors due to onreported income and the projected cost of the follow-up on the case.



whether or not the household is currently participating

in the FSP are the most important factors.16/

G. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE CLAIM

The claims investigation process leads to a determina-

tion about whether a claim will be pursued as a case of
suspected fraud or nonfraud error. Claims establishment

entails initiating collection actions on an overissuance

and notifying the household of the claim. These acti-

vities differ for cases of suspected fraud and nonfraud.

Of the four methods available for establishing suspected
fraud claims--prosecution, disqualification consent

agreements (DCAs), administrative disqualification

hearings (ADHs), and waivers of the hearing--only

prosecution is used by all 53 states (see

Table II.17). Because functional responsibility for
claims activities at the establishment stage shifts

somewhat to the state level, it is not surprising that

prosecution is used only by two-thirds of the local FSAs
interviewed. In fact, within the 33 states in which

responsibility for claims establishment is shared by
state and local FSAs, a large proportion of the local

agencies report that prosecution is not used at the

local level (see Appendix Table A.11).17/ Within the 5
states where claims are established at the local level,

the local FSAs in all the states use prosecution.

DCAs are used in 44 states, while ADHs and waivers of

hearings are used in 49 and 43 states, respectively. In
8 states, the DCA and waiver of hearing are viewed as a

single process.

While prosecution is used to establish fraud claims in

all states, only 13 of the states which use more than

16/In three states (the District of Columbia, Illinois, and

Missouri), the system for prioritizing suspected fraud cases is a very

structured screening-process. For the remaining systems which prioritize
suspected fraud and nonfraud cases, the screening process is very informal
and is intended only to provide general guidelines about which cases should

be pursued.

17/In at least one local office (Waseca, Minnesota), the caseload
is so small that it has never established a claim as fraud.
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TAGLE Il. 17

FREQUENCYWI1H ktlIO4 SP[CIFIC N[THGOS

AR[ USEDTO ESTABLISH FRAU0 CLAINS

Ln
j:- Number of States wtth Number of States with Number of States (Local FSAsa) with

State-Only £stabl lshment State md Local Establ lsment Local-Only Estah! tshment

Number of States

Number of States Number of States (Local FSAsa)

Using More Than One Using Note Than One Ustng Nore Than One

Method Which Ratlk the Nethod Which Pdink t_ Nethod Which Rank the

Establishment Method Establishment Hethod Establishment Method

the Nethod Used As the Method Used As the Methnd Used

Characteristic Total Nost Frecluently Total Nost Frequently, Total Nost Frequently

Use of

Establtshment Method IS 15b 33 31c 5(3) 5(7)

Establishment Method

Prosecut too 16 Z 33 9 6(3) 2(3)

Oisqua) iflcat$on Consent

Agreement 13 2d 27 7 4(0) 2(0)

Adaintstrat ire

Olsqual t fJcation Hearing IS 7 29 lO 6(3) 2(1)

Waiver of Hearing 15 4d 26 10 3(0) l(0)

SOURCE: Appendix Table /Ll% contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local agencies.

NOTE: In order to tnclude In this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in stateS

without local variation). Appendix Table A. 1 vas used as a basis for the tnitiai placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final placement

depended on the available data for that state In Appendix Table A. ll.

aThe base number of local FS/_ tn this category is 3; local data were not available for the remaining states.

bDelaware used more than one method but did not rank thee; it was included in this number.

cPennsylvania used more the one method but did not rank them; it was included in this number.

dThe Disqualification Consent Agreement and Waiver of Hearing are a single process tn West Virginia.



one establishment method rank prosecution as the most

frequently used method. The ADHs and the waivers of

hearing are reported to be the most common methods used

to establish fraud claims in both state and local FSAs,

regardless of the level of responsibility for establish-
ment.

In choosing the appropriate method for establishing

fraud claims, a number of states report that the least
expensive methods (waivers of hearing and DCAs) are

attempted first, with prosecution and ADH reserved for

the more difficult or severe cases. In determining

which cases will be pursued through prosecution, all of
the states except New York screen the cases for the
dollar amount of the overissuance. New York is unusual

in that all cases are referred for prosecution. As

shown in Table II.18, other factors which are frequently
used to determine the cases that should be referred for

prosecution include whether or not the individual has a

history of food stamp fraud and whether or not the

fraudulent act represents a flagrant violation of

program rules.

Requiring higher-level staff to review the decision to

establish fraud and nonfraud claims might be expected to

improve the effectiveness of the establishment stage of

the claims process by providing a quality control
function. The majority of the states (38) do allow such

staff to review fraud cases, nonfraud cases, or both (as

shown in Appendix Table A.11). However, in several

states, census respondents commented that the review
process reduces the effectiveness of establishing claims

because it creates a bottleneck that greatly reduces the

speed with which cases can be processed.

H. COLLECTION OF PAYMENTS ON THE CLAIM

The staff involved in the claims collection process

following the claims establishment stage represent a
shift from the staff involved in claims investigations

in three ways. First, fraud claims that are referred
for prosecution and established through the courts often
move to state- and local-level agencies outside the

control of the FSA (see Appendix Tabtes A.11 and

A.12). Consequently, contacts with clients (including

any payments on the claim) are often funnelled through

and monitored by the legal system (e.g., the probation

office). The FSAs may have little control over the
success with which claims payments are collected.
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TABLE II.18

CHARACTERISTICS OF A CASE WHICH ENTER INT0 THE

DECISION TO REFER THE CASE FOR PROSECUTION

Number of States with Number of States with Number of States (Local FSAsa) with

Characteristic State-Only Establishment State and Local Establishment Local-only Establishment

0ollar Amount 15 33 5(3)

Repeat Offender lO 26 5(3)

Flegrant Violation lO Z6 5(2)

Strength of Evidence O 3 1(3)

Age/Health of Client 0 2 0(0)

Otherb 2 4 l(l)

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.11 contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local agencies.

NOTE: In order to include in this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or

questions not asked of locals in states without local variation), Appendix Table A.L was used as a basis for the initial

placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final placement depended on the available data in

Appendix Table A. 11 for that state.

aThe base number of local FSAs in this category is 30; local FSA data were not available for the remaining states.

blncludes fraud in multiple programs; prosecutor's interest, time, end/or available funds for pursuing food stamp fraud; and

systems in which all suspected fraud cases are referred for prosecution.
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A second shift in the claims process following claim
establishment is the increased use of centralized,

state-level staff. As noted in Table II.l, the claims

collection process in many states becomes more

centralized as the case progresses through the six

stages of the process. Finally, a shift occurs toward
using more specialized staff at the later stages of the

claims process. For example, in 6 of the 29 states in

which the nonfraud claims are investigated by non-
specialized staff (see APpendix Table A.9), specialized

claims units are involved in notifying the household of

the claim (see Appendix Table A.11) and/or arranging for

the payment of the claim (see Appendix Table A.12).

As shown in Table II.19, the stage of the claims process

which entails collecting payments On the claim is

dispersed across various local-, district-, and state-
level organizations. As noted earlier, the claims

process becomes increasingly concentrated in specialized
units and state-level agencies as_the claims establish-

ment and the later stageS_of the_:Process are reached.

Thirty-three states use specialized claims/collections

units and 16 states use fraud/investigations units to

arrange for the payment of claims. Over one-half of
both types of units operate at the state level. In

contrast, of the 30 states in which the local agency is

involved in arranging for the payment of the claim, 27

report the general involvement of all staff.

States use varying schedules for mailing demand letters
in attempting to obtain claims payments from the clients

(see Appendix Table A.12). The majority of the state

and local FSAs have instituted policies to mail demand

letters every 30 days; the number of demand letters to

be mailed ranges from a minimum of 1 to a specified
maximum of 16.18/ Other methods which are frequently

used to notify households of a delinquent claim include

1-_8/Sixstates have not established a standard number of demand

letters to be mailed for fraud claims, claims due to household error, and

claims due to agency error. One additional state has not established a

standard minimum number for claims due to agency error.
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TABLE 11.19

FUNCTIONAL LEVEL OF THE STAFF RESPONSIBLEFOR

ARRANGINGFORPAYMENTOF THE CLAIM

Number of States
Claims/ Freud/

Collections Investigations Legal

Agency Unit Unit Authority Total

Level of Operation

Local/county 27 10 4 13 30

District/region 0 4 3 4 6
State 2 21 9 14 28

All levels 27 33 16 31 51

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.12 contains the detailed information for
each of the 51 states.

NOTE: In some statesj staff responsible for arranging for claims
payments work at more then one level of operation, so the

numbers do not always add to the total number of states.
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late payment letters and periodic bills sent to the

household, as well as telephone calls.19/

Collecting claims payments from households which are no

longer participating in the program and from households

whose claims are due to agency errors poses a signifi-

cant problem, since such overpayments generally cannot
be collected by recouping benefits.20/ Under the

Omnibus Reconciliation Acts of 1981 and 1982, Congress

provided states with the authority to use any alter-
native collection method available under state law;

further, the Food Security Act of 1985 required that
states use all cost-effective collection methods for

food stamp overpayments. As shown in Table II.20, 41

states use some type of alternative collection technique

if collection through recoupment is not possible.
However, 5 of those states use alternative collection

methods only for fraud claims.21/ The most common
alternative collection methods are tax refund

intercepts, wage garnishment, small claims court, and
property liens. Within the 21 states in which

alternative collection methods used by the states are

used only at the state level, wage garnishment is used

most often, followed by property liens and tax refund

intercepts. Where both state and local agencies use

alternative collection methods (16 states), pursuing a

case through small claims court is the most commonly
used method, followed by tax refund intercepts, wage

garnishment, and property liens. In the 4 states in
which only local agencies use alternative collection

methods, wage garnishment, property liens, small claims
courts, and civil actions are each used.

In terms of the frequency with which alternative
collection techniques are applied, several FSAs report
that such methods are viewed as an extreme solution and

19/Appendix Table A.12 contains the detailed state- and local-level

information on demand letters and other methods used to notify households

of the delinquent claim.

20/Claims due to agency error can' be collected through recoupment
only if the client agrees to that type of_repayment.

21/The census and survey respondents were not asked about the
methods that are available to them under state law, only about which

methods they use.
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are used only rarely. Other respondents report that,

while other collection techniques are applied infre-
quently, the threat of their imposition is often quite

effective at generating payments on delinquent claims.

Overall, tax refund intercepts, small claims court, and
wage garnishment were the 3 most frequently used methods

by states when an alternative collection method was

applied.

In 16 of the 40 states that use alternative collection

methods, there are no established policies for deter-

mining which delinquent cases should be pursued with
them (see Table II.21). Of the remaining states which

do have established policies, 3 states pursue all delin-

quent cases, and 19 states screen cases for, among other
characteristics, whether or not the claim is a fraud

claim, whether or not the household is a current program

participant, the length of time that the claim has been
delinquent, and the dollar amount outstanding on the

claim. The screening of cases (when it occurs) and the
initiation of the alternative collection actions are

performed almost exclusively by specialized units; only
3 states rely solely on staff workers (see Appendix

Table A.13). Because the majority of the states operate
the alternative collection activities in state and/or

district offices, the use of alternative collection

methods appears to be largely a centralized process.

I. CLAIMS SUSPENSION AND TERMINATION

According to federal regulations, a_laimfor which
collection actions have been initiated and the required

number of demand letters have been sent can be suspended

(that is, placed in an inactive status) when:

o The household cannot be located, or

o the cost of further collection action is likely to
exceed the amount that can be recovered.

Aclaim can be terminated after it has been held in

suspension for 3 years and has been determined to be
uncollectible. Appendix Tables A.14 and A. 15 summarize
the characteristics of state and local agency processes
for suspending and terminating claims, respectively.

As indicated in Table II.22 (and in more detail in
Appendix Table A.14), claims are suspended in nearly all
states, and only at the state level in almost one-half
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TABLEII. 2[

CI_M¥_CTERISTICSOF A C.JLS_MilCH ENTERINT0 THE0[ClSION

TO PURSUETHEC/LSEWITHALTERNATIVECOLLECTIONHETHOOS

(_ Numberof States with Numberof States with Nmi)er of States (Local FSAsa) with Numberof States with
I,o State-Only Use of Alternative State and Local Use of Alternative Local-Only Use of Alternative No Use of Alternative

Characteristic Collection #ethods Collection Methods Collection Nethods Collection Nethods

Alternative Collection

Nethods 21c 16d 4(1) 12

Cheracterist ics of

Case That

Increase the

Likelihood of

Pursuit

Dot 1ar amount 11 3 l(l) --

Inactive case 8 2 g(2) --

Lcmg-tenn del iquency 9 2 I(I) --

Age of error or claim 1 2 O(O) --

Public Assistance household I I I(l) --

Fraud claim l0 4 2(2) --

Otherb S 2 1(1) --

No Established Policy 6 8 2(2) --

Ali CasesPursued 0 3 O(0) --

5OURC_: Appendix Table A. 13 coutains the detatled information for each of the 51 states and 171 local FSAs.

NOIE: In order to Ioclude in this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in states

without local variatioe), Appendix Table A.i was used os a basis for the tnlttal placement of a particular state according to the above categories; final

placement dependedon the available data for that state in Appendix Table A,13.

aThe base numberof local FS/_ in this category is 17.

hincludes errors due to unreported income, current household elployment or resources, and nonadjudtcated fraud cases.

CFour states in this category use alternative collection methods to pursuedelinquent fraud claims only.

dOnestate in this category uses alternative collection methods to pursue delinquent fraud claims only,



tABLE II. 22

CHARACTERISTICSOF THEPROCESSFORCLAINSSUSPENSI_

Nmher of States with Numberof States with Numberof States (Local FSAa) with Numberof States with

Char_:terl_tt( State-Onl) suspension of Claims State and Local Suspeesion of Claims Local-Only Suspension of C)atm No Suspensio_ of Clara

Suspelsiofi of Claim 23 25 1(3) 4

Existence of CTItM Ilevtw

Process to Det.erlJM

k_ick Claim

El Igtble for SelilNl_ton

Yes 17 18 1(:)) --

Ilo : 6 6 1(1) --

DoriotKnou 0 1 0(0)

Claim Suspeesloc

eeclslms Me llevie_ed

lay Higher Law1 Staff

YeS 6 14 0(0) --

NO, 17 11 1(3) --

SOURCE:Almeadl_ T41e R. 14 ceetalns the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local FSAS.

ROTE: la order to iacladl in this table the 22 states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals in states without local

variltiee), Almeedtx Table A.I was used as a basis for the initial placement of a particular state according to the above categortesl final placemnt dependedce the available

data for that state In Appendix Table A. I4.

aThe base mmbor of local FSM in this category is 3.
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of those states. Four states do not suspend claims at

all, one state does not suspend fraud claims, and one

state suspends claims only very rarely. In 3 of these 6
states (the District of Columbia, New Hampshire, and

Wisconsin), claims are never or seldom suspended because

of a policy which requires that claims be pursued

continually. In Georgia, regulations forbid 3-year
suspensions; however, there is a period of 5 years (for

nonfraud cases) to 10 years (for fraud cases) during

which established claims remain active prior to termi-

nation. In the remaining 2 states (Hawaii and the

Virgin Islands), procedures for suspending claims are

now being implemented.

In the states which do suspend claims, the majority have

instituted some type of system for reviewing delinquent
claims to determine whether or not they should be

suspended. Most states report that this review process
is manual and is very time-consuming. Thus, because of

the shortage of staff, the review often does not occur

in a timely manner and is not viewed as an effective

method for maintaining an accurate account of the

outstanding collectible claims. Only about one-half of

the states report that the claims suspension decision is

reviewed by higher-level staff. As one might expect,
the majority of the states in which higher-level staff
review these decisions are the states in which claims

suspension activities are shared by state and local
agencies.

Although claims can be terminated after being held in

suspension for 3 years, 19 states carry suspended claims

on the books for longer periods of time (see Table

II.23). The time periods and reasons for carrying the

suspended claims vary, although 4 states have legal
requirements which prevent forgiveness of debts against

the state and must thus carry the suspended claims

indefinitely. Other frequently cited reasons for

carrying suspended claims beyond the required 3 years

include both requirements that efforts to collect on the
claim be continued and the shortage of staff and/or

resources for the relatively low-priority functions of

claims suspension and termination. As was the case with

suspensions, about one-half of the states overall report
that claims termination decisions are reviewed by

higher-level staff.
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TABLEIl. Z3

CI_I_CTERISTICSOF THEF_OCE$SFORCLAINSTERHINATIOff

Iklber of States with Ikd)er of States with Numberof States (Local FSAsa) with Numberof States with

Characteristic State-Onl_ Temination of Claims State and Local Termination of Claies Local-Only Termination of Claims No Termination of Clates

Termination of Clatms :;'Z 26 1(3) 4

SuspendedC]aims

Carried on Books

LongEr Than

&ffqulral ;IrN yffars

Yes 7 12 0(0) --

No 16 14 1(3) --

Claim TErB_hattm

Decisions A,re

Itlevfededby tfigher,

Level Stiff

Yes 7 1.3 0(0) --

Iio 1S 13 i(3) --

SOURCE:Appendix Table A. IS contains the detailed information for each of the 51 states and 171 local FSAs.

NOTE: In order to include in this table the 22 states foe' which there are missing census or survey chlt_ (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals tn states without local

variation), Appendtx Table A.x was used as a basis for the initial placument of a particular state according to the above categories; final placement dependedon the

available data for that state in Appendix Table A. iS.

aThe base numberof local FSAs in this category ts 3.
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J. EFFECTIVENESS OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Assessing the effectiveness of the claims collection

process (and the various stages of the process) in each

state and local agency requires data on the flow of

cases through each stage of that process. In
particular, it is important to determine:

o The proportion of food stamp cases with overissuances

(including overissuances for which claims are not
required)

o The proportion of overissuances that are identified
for further claims action

o The proportion of identified overissuances that lead
to claims referrals

o The proport on of claims referrals that lead to
established claims

o The proport on of established claims for which
collections are obtained

o The proportion of established claims that become

delinquent

o The proportion of claims that are eligible for

suspension that are in fact suspended

o The proportion of claims that are eligible for
termination that are in fact terminated

It would also be useful to break the proportions down
into those overissuances and claims that are associated

with agency errors, household errors, and fraud (or

suspected fraud), and to obtain such information over a

period of time. Observations over time would indicate
the stability of the relationships.

Unfortunately, as noted earlier, the state and local

FSAs do not maintain the information that is necessary

for examining the effectiveness of the claims collection
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process.222/ Thus, in obtaining a rough picture of the
effectiveness of various claims collection systems, it

is necessary to rely on professional estimates of
effectiveness and the limited data available from Form

FNS-209 reports.

Professional The first issue in examining effectiveness is the

Estimates existence of a backlog of overissuances and claims to be

processed at various stages of the claims process. As

noted in Table II.24, only 3 state agencies report that

they are able to handle overissuances and claims in a

timely manner, and that no backlogs exist. Two other

states report that they have no backlogs of nonfraud

overissuances or claims, but that backlogs of fraud

claims have developed because of the longer time

requirements of fraud investigations and the low

priority placed by the courts on prosecuting fraud.

Other states cite the long delays {n investigating and

establishing fraud claims as a major cause of their

backlogs of fraud and suspected fraud cases. However,

the reasons given most frequently for the existence of

backlogs of overissuance and clalms are the shortage of

staff and/or resources devoted to claims collection

activities and the relatively Iow priority of claims

collections within the scope of FSA functions.

In the 4 states in which the local offices report

backlogs but the state FSA does not, the reasons given

for the backlogs include the shortage of staff and/or

resources, the slowness of the claims process, and the

lack of data processing capabilities.

The professional estimates of the percentages of cases

handled successfully at each stage of the claims

process, reported in Table II.25, are based solely on

the state respondent's knowledge of his or her state's

system. In no state was the respondent able to base his

or her estimates on hard data. Consequently, these data

should be viewed as rough professional judgments about

the effectiveness of the system$.23_

....i

22/However, several states reported that it would be possible to

draw at least part of the necessary information fro m their automated

systems.

23/Note that no professional estimates are available on the

effectiveness of the beginning stages of the claims process (i.e., the

detection of overissuances).
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TABLE l], 24

REASONSGIVEN FOR TH[ BACKLOGOF OVERISSU_CES

Alii) CLAIHS TO BE Pf_CESSE0

Nualx_r of States with Number of States wlth Number of States (Local FSJ_a) with 14u_er of States

OD Characteristic 6acklo2s at State Level Only Backlo_ at State and Local levels Backlogs at Local level Onlj, With No kcklo_

Existing Backing 4 42 4(10) 3

Reascm for Backlog

Shortage of staff/resoorces 0 32 4(7) --

Claims are low priority 0 17 1(1) --

Process ts slow for fraud cases 3 6 2(4) --

Lack of data processing capabilities 0 4 2(3) --

Limitations on reCOUl_aent/veak requlatlons 0 4 0(0) --

Other 0 l (1) --
i
i

No Reason Given I 3 0(0) --

SOURCE: Appendix Table A. i6 contains the detailed information for each of the 5t states and 171 local FSAs.

NOTE: in order to tnclude In thts table the states for which there are missing census or survey data (due to refusals or questions not asked of locals tn states without local

variation), Appendix Table A.] was used as a basis for the initial placement of 4 particular state according to the above categories; final placement depended on the

availmble data for that state !n _4)pendtx Table A. 16.

aTho base number of local FSAs In this category is 13.



TABLE I 1.25

ROUGHPROFESSIONALEST/NATES OF THE EFFECTIVENESS
OF THE CLAIHS COLLECTIONPROCESS

Number of States

Effectiveness Range of Hedian Providing
Heasure Values Value an Estimate

Percentage of:

Identified Overlssusnces 33-1OO 95 21

That Result in

Claim Referrals

Claim Referrals 34-100 98 31

That Result in

Established Claims

Claim Referrals 8-99 70 35

for Suspected Fraud
That Result in
Established Fraud Claims

Established Claims 15-100 65 34
for Which Some

Collections Are Hade

Established Claims 15-90 50 ]3

That Eventually
Become Delinquent

SOURCE: Appendix Table A.16 contains the detailed information for each
of the 51 states.

NOTE: Because local FSA survey data were judged to be of poor quality
for this series of questions, this table is based on state FSA
census data only,
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Although respondents in a substantial number of states

and local offices were not able to provide estimates of

the effectiveness of systems, the information that was
provided suggests that the claims referral and claims

establishment stages of the process are believed to be

fairly effective, and that the establishment of nonfraud
claims is more successful than the establishment of

fraud claims. The collection of payments on the

established claims appears to be much less effective;

only one state reported some collections from every case
that was established. The state estimates of the

percentage of established claims that eventually become

delinquent ranged from a low of 15 to a high of 90

percent. Twenty-four of the 33 states which provided

information estimated that 50 percent or more of their

established claims eventually become delinquent (see
Appendix Table A.16).

Because the professional estimates of local agencies

were often reported to be "wild guesses," the

percentages were more wide-ranging than the state

estimates and were judged to be insufficient for this

analysis.

Existin_ The existing data for examining the effectiveness
Data of state claims collection processes include QC error

rates (to estimate the level of overissuances) and
information from Form FNS-209. While these data can be

used to construct rough measures of the effectiveness of

the state's claims collection system (as reported in

Table II.26), several problems are associated with these

measures. First, according to a 1985 OIG report, the

timely and accurate reporting by state agencies to FNS

on claim activities via Form FNS-209 is problematic.

Thus, the available claims data may not be of parti-
cularly high quality. Second, measuring the effective-

ness of the claims process requires information on the
flow of cases through the process. Because Form FNS-209

provides information on the current status of the cases

within the system at a single point in time, the
measures of effectiveness that can be constructed are

based upon inappropriate time frames. For example,

instead of the desired measure of the proportion of
claims referrals that lead to established claims over

some time period, the constructed variable using Form
FNS-209 data is the ratio of the total number of claims

established during the fiscal year to the total number

of claims referrals made during the same fiscal year.

It is not clear how closely the constructed variables
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TABLE 11.26 i :"

ROtX3HMEASURESOF THE EFFECTIVENSS OF THE

CLAIMS COLLECTIONPROCESS, FY 1985

Effectiveness Range of Median
Measure Values Value

Value of Claims S4.67 - S73.07 S14.64
Established for

Each $100 of Food Stamps
Issued in Error

Value of Claims $7.08 - $68.75 $37.97

Collected for

Each S100 of
Claims Established

Value of Claims Sl.24 - S24.32 $5.36

Collected for

Each S100 of Food Stamps
Issued in Error

SOURCE: Aopandix Table A.17 contains the detailed information for each
of the 51 states (and also information for California and
North Dakota).
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based on Form FNS-209 data will approximate the desired
measures of effectiveness.

Based on the most recent QC error rate data available
(FY 1984) to construct an estimate of the total

issuances in error (that is, overissuances to eligible

households and issuances to ineligible ones) in FY 1985
for each state and/or on the state's Form FNS-209 data

on claims collection activities in FY 1985, three rough
measures of the effectiveness of the state's claims

collections process were obtained (see Table II.26).
The dollar value of claims established in FY 1985 for

each $100 of food stamps issued in error in FY 1985
ranged from $4.67 for Louisiana to $73.07 for Hawaii.

It would appear that states at the higher end of the

range effectively identify and pursue overissuances

through claims establishment, while states at the lower

end of the range do not identify existing overissuances

and/or do not effectively establish claims once the
overissuance has been discovered. Furthermore, with a

median value of $14.64 of established claims for each
$100 of food stamps issued in error, it appears that the

claims collection process from the detection through the

claims establishment stages is not particularly
effective.

The states would appear to be somewhat more successful

at the collection stage of the claims process; the
median value of claims collections in FY 1985 for each

$1OO of claims established in FY 1985 was about $38.

However, interpreting this variable is rather difficult

since (1) not all claims would be expected to be paid

off during the year in which they were established, and

(2) the measure compares FY 1985 collections on all

claims, regardless of when they were established, with
all claims established in FY 1985.

The final entry in Table II.26 is a rough measure of the
effectiveness of the overall claims collection process
as it relates total collections (on all claims) in FY
1985 to total overissuances in FY 1985. With a median

value of $5.36 of collections in FY 1985 for each $100

in overissuances in that period, it is clear that there

is a great deal of room for improvement in the claims
collection processes.

72



III. IDENTIFICATION OF DESCRIPTIVE TYPOLOGIES

Gaining an understanding of the different approaches
adopted by the state and local FSAs to collect on claims

and attempting to relate the various approaches to

measures of the effectiveness of systems require that

the array of system characteristics presented in the
previous chapter be reduced to a smaller number of

important distinctions. This section defines the

descriptive typologies which will be used to classify

the claims collection processes, characterizes the state
systems on the basis of those criteria, and examines the
relative effectiveness of the states' claims collection

processes based on the descriptive typology.

Because the local FSAs that were selected for the survey

were not representative samples within the states, the
descriptive typologies were developed primarily from

the census data. However,!to the extent that the survey

data supplement the census data, the survey data were
used to refine the classification of states according to

the descriptive typologiea,[ Tl_s is especially

important in California and North Dakota, where no
census data were available.

A. DEFINING THE DESCRIPTIVE TYPOLOGIES

Grouping the detailed characteristics of the state

claims collection processest ° obtain summary

descriptions of the state systems is of course
subjective; results de_ndliOn which system features or

capabilities are selectedii_r the descriptive typology,
and what detailed characteristics are included in each

summary measure. The definitions o£ the descriptive
typologies used in this study are based on the observed
variation in the detailed characteristics of the state

systems generated by the census and on the subjective
assessment of the characteristics that are most likely
to be associated with the effectiveness and efficiency

of the claims process.[/ These descriptive typologies
are not based on all the characteristics presented in

the previous chapters; however, they are intended to

[/Since the census data collection effort focused largely on
thos e facto rs that are believed to be associated with the

effectiveness and efficiency of the claims collection
process, these descriptive typologies also focus on those
factors,
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reflect the major variations in the claims collection

processes that were observed in the two stages of the

FSPOS data collection. As shown in Table III.l, summary
measures are developed to characterize the organization

and operation of the claims collection process.

The descriptive typologies of Table III.1 cover six
areas:

1. The organization of the claims collection process
within the state

2. The use of specialized staff to operate the claims

collection process

3. The extent to which the claims collection process is
automated

4. The methodsused to administer the claims collection

process

5. The methods used to establish claims

6. The alternative methods used to collect claims

payments

The measures for each of the descriptive typologies are

based on either a simple yes/no distinction (e.g.,

specialized staff are/are not involved in establishing
and collecting claims) or a numeric value for the total

"value" of the component variables in that descriptive

typology (e.g., the percentage of the five stages of the
claims process for which operational responsibility

rests at the district or state level). It is important

to note that a "yes" or a higher score for a particular

descriptive typology does not necessarily indicate a

"better" system--it simply indicates the degree to which

the claims system possesses a particular characteristic

that is hypothesized to be associated with the
effectiveness of the claims collection process.
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TABLEI11.1

DETAILEDCHARACTERISTICSOFA STATE'SCLAIMSCOLLECTIONPROCESSINCLUDEDIN

THEDESCRIPTIVETYPOLOGIES

Descriptive Detailed Characteristics Included in the

TV_IO;LV Descriptive Typology Measure Source

0RG_NIZATIOR Level of responsibility for the operation of the claims collection Percentage of the five stages Appendix Table A. 1

OFTHE process for fraud and nonfraud claims is at the district or state of the claims collection process

PROCESS 1eve1 for: for fraud and nonfraud claims that

o claims investigations are handled at the district or state

o claims establishment level

o claims collections

o follow-up on delinquent claims

o claims suspension/termination

OPERATION Specialized staff are involved in the operation of the claims A binary (yes/no) variable Appendix Tables A. 11 and

OF THE collection princess for: indicating the use of specialized A. 12

PROCESS o claims establishment staff in the establishment and

O claims collocttens collection stages of the claims

col lection process

AUTONATED Claims collection _process is autemated for: Percentage of the four routine Appendix Table A.3

FUNCTIeI4S o calculatiou of mount of overissuance claim functions that are auto-

o calculation of amount of recoupment mated

o deduction of recoupment amount free issuance

o generation of demandletters

AUTOI_TED Autommatedhistory is maintained for: Percentage of the three types Appendix Table A. 3

HISTORY o case actions of claims histories that are main-

o claims payments through recoulament tained by the automated system

o claims payments through other methods

MANAGERIAL Methodsusedto mnage the claimscollecti_processinclude: Percentageof the fivemanagerial AppendixTablesA.4 and A.5

MIETHOOS o routine smeary reports methods that are used in the

o routine reports on the status of individual cases claims collectien process

o staff training

LA o manuals on claims collections
o established time limtts

MONITORING Methods used to monitor individual cases within the claims Percentage of the three moji- Appendix Tables A.6 and A.7

METH00S collection process include: toring methods that are used

o established tracking system in the claims collection process

o system of flags

o system for aging claims



TABLE Ill.1 (continued)

Descriptive Detailed Characteristics Included in the

Typolo_ Descriptire Typology Measure Source

ESTABtISHNENT Methods used to establish fraud claims include: Percentage of the four estab- Appendi& Table A.t!

NETHOOS o prosecution lishment methods that are used

o disqualification consent agreements to establish fraud claims

o administrative disqualification hearings

o waivers of hearings

ALTEI_qATIV£ Alternative collection methods (e.g., tax refund intercept, wage A binary (yes/no) variable Appendix Table A.13

COLLECTI_ garnislment) used to pursue delinquent claims indicating the use of at least

METHOOS one alternative collection method



B. CHARACTERISTICS OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Table 111.2 characterizes each state's claims collection

process based on the descriptive typologies.2/ As
indicated in the table, the states' claims collection
processes vary widely across each of the descriptive
typologies. With the exception of measures that capture
managerial and establishment methods, each descriptive
typology includes states which do not possess that
characteristic and states which show a full value for

that measure. In terms of the typOlogies that describe
managerial and establishment ithods, all states use at
least one of the methods included in each of the
measures. Further evidence of the variation in the

states' cIaims processes is indicated in Table III.3,

which presents the full range o£ response values for
each of the descriptive typologies.

:iZ

While each of the descriptive tYP°tOgies can be used to
classify the state claims collection processes
independently, it is worth cons_idering whether
relationships exist among the descriptive typologies
which may facilitate grouping the claims collection
processes into a more concise classification scheme.

Zl

Table III.4 examines the relat_hips among the
descriptive typologies. The c otum entries in Table
III.4 reflect the mean respQnse values for each of the
descriptive typologies for atl_iiistates and for selected
subgroups of states. The su_s are defined on the
basis of several of the descriptive typologies (e.g.,
states with highly centralizedclaims collection

processes). For each subgrOUp_ the meanValue for each
descriptive typology is compared with the mean value for

those states that are not included in that Subgroup to
determine whether significant differences exist among
the responses. (Note that the mean values for the
excluded states are not reported i n th ei table.)
Significant differences in the mean response values for
a particular descriptive typology (noted by an asterisk
in the table) indicate a high correlation between that

2-/To t_ eX_te nt that the state data collected in the census
are less than complete, the survey data are used to
supplement the census data in order to prepare more complete

portraits of the state systems. Appendix B.1 presents an
expanded version of Table III.2 by including summary
characteristics for the 53 states and 171 local FSAs.
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TABLE 111.2

SONNARYOF SELECTEDClt_RACTERISTICS OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTIONPROCESS.Ry STATE

OD
OPERATI0N AUIONATEO

OF THE HISTORY'

ORGABIZAT ION PROCESS: AUTOMATED Percentage

OF THE Specialized FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTERNATIVE

PROCESS: Staff Percentage Action MANAGERIAL )_ONITORING ESTABLISHMENT COLLECTION

Percentage Involved of Routine and Claims METHODS: NETHODS: METHODS: METHODS:

of Claims in Claims Claims Payment Percentage Percentage Percentage of Alternative

Process Establishment Functions Histories of Managerial of Monitoring Establishment Collection

Jurisdiction Centralized and Collections Automated Automated Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used

A1abama 0 No 25 100 lO0 67 IUD No

Alaska 80 Yes 75 LO0 60 67 tOO Yes

Arizona 100 Yes 50 100 60 67 lDO Yes

Arkansas 80 Yes 75 LO0 100 lDO 100 Yes

Coiorado O Yes SO O 60 100 7S ¥es

Connecticut lO0 Yes 75 67 80 67 lO0 Yes

Delaware lOO Yes 50 33 60 67 100 ¥es

District of Columbia 100 Yes 50 ZOO 60 67 IOO Yes

Florida 100 Yes 75 100 100 100 100 Yes

Georgia 40 Yes 100 100 80 lO0 100 Yes

Guam lOO Yes O 0 80 67 100 No

Hawaii 60 No 100 67 80 67 lOO No

idaho 70 Yes 0 0 60 67 75 Yes

Illinois 100 Yes 0 100 80 33 lO0 Yes

Indiaha 20 No 0 33 60 67 50 Yes

Iowa lO0 Yes 75 100 80 33 50 Yes

Iransas 80 No 50 lO0 80 67 100 Yes

Kentucky 1OD Yes 25 33 XOO 67 lO0 Yes

Louisidna lOO Yes 75 100 lO0 lOO 100 Yes

Maine 20 No SO 67 40 67 100 No

Naryland SO No 0 33 60 67 100 Yes

Massachusetts lDO Yes 75 67 60 lDO lOO Yes

Michigan SO No 75 100 80 33 100 Yes

Minnesota 20 Yes 25 100 80 67 25 Yes

Mississippi 80 Yes 25 33 60 67 100 No



TABLEIII. 2 (continued)

OPERATI0N AUTOhATEO

OF THE HISTOI_Y:

ORGANIZATION PR_[SS: AUTOMATED Percentage

OF THE Specialized FUNCTIO#S: of Case ALIERKRIIVE

PROCESS: Staff Percentage Action N/_IAGERIAL NONITORiNG ESTABLISI4MENT COLLECTION

Percentage Involved of Routine and Claias METHODS: METHOOS: METHODS: NETHOOS:

of Claims in Claims Claims Payment Percentage Percentage Percentage of Alternative

Process Establishment Functions Histories of Managerial of Monitoring Establishment Collection

Jurisdiction Centralized and Collections Automated Automated Methods Used Nethods Used Methods Used Methods Used

Missouri 80 Yes 25 100 lO0 67 IO0 Yes

Montana ?0 No 25 67 60 67 75 Yes

Nebraska SO No 25 67 60 67 100 No

Nevada 0 Yes 75 100 80 67 IO0 Yes

NewHampshire 100 Yes 0 33 60 67 75 Yes

NewJersey 0 Yes 0 0 80 67 100 Yes

NewMOxtco 80 Yes 100 100 80 33 100 No

NewYork 0 Yes 50 100 60 67 100 Yes

NorthCarolina 20 No 75 100 60 67 100 Yes

Ohio 0 Yes 0 0 60 100 100 Yes

Oklahoma 100 Yes 50 67 60 67 75 No

Oregan 100 Yes 75 100 lO0 100 lO0 Yes

Pennsylvania 100 Yes 25 100 60 67 50 Yes

RhodeIsland gO Yes 50 100 60 100 100 No

SouthCarolina 20 Yes 75 lOO 100 100 100 .Yes

South_kota 60 Yes 50 100 100 100 100 Yes

Tennessee 60 Yes 0 0 60 0 100 No

Texas 90 Yes 75 100 100 100 75 Yes

Ut ah 80 Yes 50 67 60 67 lO0 Yes

Vermont 30 Yes 75 100 100 67 lO0 No

Virgin ia 50 Yes 0 1O0 80 67 50 No

_0

VirginIslands 100 Yes 100 0 40 67 100 No

WashingtOn 70 No 75 100 80 67 100 Yes

West Virginia 100 Yes 50 33 60 67 100 Yes

Wisconsin 0 No 100 0 20 67 25 No

Wyoming 50 Yes 25 100 100 67 75 Yes



TABLE 111.3

FREQUENCIES OF STATES' RESPONSE VALUES
FOR THE OESCRIPTIVE TYPOLOGIES

Descriptive Response Frequency

Typology Value (Percent)

ORGANIZATIONOF THE PROCESS: 0 13.7

Percentage of Claims 10-20 g.8
Process Centralized 30-40 3.9

50 9.8

60-70 11.8

8O-90 17,7

100 33.3

I00.0

OPERATIONOF THE PROCESS: Yes 76.5

Specialized Staff Involved in No 23.5
Establishment and Collections 1OO.O

AUTOHATED FUNCTIONS: Percentage 0 19.6
of Routine Claims Functions 25 17.7

Automated 50 23.5

75 29.4

100 g.8
100.O

AUTOMATEDHISTORY: Percentage 0 15.7

of Case Action and Claims Payment 33 13.7
Histories Automated 67 15.7

100 54.9

100.0

MANAGERIALMETHODS: Percentage 0 0.0

of Managerial Methods Used 20 2.0
40 3.9

60 43.1

80 27.5
100 23.5

100.0

MONITORINGMETHODS: Percentage 0 2.0

of Monitoring Methods Used 33 7.8
67 66.7
100 23.5

100.0

8O



TABLE 111.3 (continued)

Descriptive Response Frequency

Typolocjy Value (Percent)

ESTABLISHMENT METHODS: Percentage 0 O.O
of Establishment Methods Used 25 3.g

50 7,8

75 13.7

100 74.5

100.0

ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS: Yes 72,6

Alternative Collection Methods Used No 27.5

100.0
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TABLE I11.4

MEAN RESPONSE VALUES FOR _SCRIPTIV[ TYPOLOGIES. BY ALL STATES mO SELECTED STATE SLi6OROUPS

Oo States Using

I_ States with States Using States with Routine All Four Fraud States Using at

Descriptive All Highly Centralized Specialized Functions and Case Establishment Least One Alternative

Tylx)loqy States Claims Processes Staff Histories Automated Methods Collection Method

ORGANIZATIOM OF THE PROCESS:

Percentage of Claims Process

Centralized 63.7 100.0' 71.3' 68.4 65.3 65.7

OPERATION OF THE PROCESS:

Specialized Staff Involved in

Establishment and Collections 76.5 lO0.0* 100.O* 79.0 78.9 83.8*

AUTOI_ATEDFUNCTIONS:

Percentage of Routine Claims

Functions Automated 48.0 50.0 4g.4 57.9* 52.6* 47.3

A_JTOMATEOHISTORY: Percentage

of Case Action and Claims Payment

Histories Automated 69.9 66.6 70.1 86.0* 72.8 74.8

RANAGERIAt METHOOS: Percentage

of Nanagerial Methods Used 73.3 72.9 75.g* 77.4* 75.3 76.2*

MONITORING MEEHODS: Percentage

of Monitoring Methods Used 70.8 70.8 72.8 73.0 71.2 74.1'

ESTABLISHNENT METHOOS:

Percentage of Establishment

Methods Used 89.7 gl.I gl. 7 92.8 100.0' 89.9

ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS:

Alternative Collection Methods

Used 72.6 82.4 79.5* 76.3 71.1 1OO.0'

Number of States 51 51 39 38 38 37

')he mean for this state subgroup is significantly different from the mean for the remaining states at the gO percent level (one tailed test).



descriptive typology and the descriptive typology used
to define the subgroup under consideration. Thus, the
related descriptive typologies could be used to distin-
guish more concisely among different types of claims
collection systems.

As shown in the table, only limited correlation exists
among the eight descriptive typologies. The subgroup of
states with highly centralized claims collection
processes indicates that a significant association
exists between the extent to which the claims process is
centralized and the use of specialized staff to operate
the claims processes. All of the states with highly
centralized claims processes use specialized staff at
the establishment and collection stages of the process,
while about 77 percent of all states do so. Other
significant relationships which can be observed in Table
111.4 include the tendency of states which use

specialized staff to rely more on the managerial methods
that are included in the descriptive typologies, and to
be more likely to use aC least one alternative collec-
tion technique. In addition, states that have rela-
tively high levels of automation use more managerial
methods.

Although a simple classification scheme that captures
the wide variation in the states' claims collection

processes does not appear to be available, it is perhaps
useful to consider where states fall within an arbitrary
classification scheme that focuses on a limited set of

distinguishing characteristics. The characteristics
selected--the extent to which the__claims process is
centralized, the use of automation_ and the use o£
managerial and monitoring methods--are among those
believed to be closely associated with the ef£ectiveness
and e!f':_ciency of the claims collection process._
llovever_ j'L-_b_T___se numerous other £acto_s may affect the
claims collection system, this &t tempt at classifying
the states'claims processes Should be viewed simply as
one method for distinguishing among the types of
processes, rather than as an attempt to grade or rate
the state agencies. Figure III.1 presents the
classification of state claims collection processes
based on this three-way classification scheme.

Survey data are used to modify this classification
scheme under two circumstances:

1. For the 2 states for which census data were not
available--California and North Dakota--the
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FIGURE III.1

IHREE-WAY CLASSIFZCAT[ON OF STATE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESSES

(Il Centralization of the Claims Collection Process

Substantial District/Region Some District/Region Only Local/County

and/or State Involvement and/or State Involvement Involvement

(3) Automation of (2) Use of Managerial and (2) Use of Managerial and (2) Use oF Managerial and

the Claims Monitorinq Methods Monitoring Methods Monitoring Methods

Collection Substantial More Limited Substantial More Limited Substantial More Limited

Process Use Use Use Use Use Use

Hlghly Arkansas Alaska Georgia Michigan Nevada

Automated Florida Iowa South Carolina North Carolina

Louisiana New Mexico Vermont

Oregon Washington

Texas

Partially Connecticut Arizona Hawaii Indiana Alabama California

Automated Kansas Delaware Minnesota Maine Wisconsin Colorado

Kentucky District of Columbia South Dakota Maryland New York

Missouri Illinois Virginia Montana Ohio

Massachusetts Wyoming Nebraska

Mississippi North Dakota

New Hampshire Tennessee

Oklahoma

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

Utah

Virgin Islands

West Virginia

Manual Guam Idaho New Jersey

NOTES: The breakdowns within the three dimensions of the classification scheme are derived from the descriptive typologies of Table III.E,

and are as follows: il) Centralization of the Claims Collection Process: states with 80 percent or more of their claims process

centralized are classified as having "substantial district/region and/or state involvement"; states with no district/region or

state-level involvement in their claims process are classified as having "only local/county involvement"; the remaining states are

classified as having "some district/region and/or state involvement." (2) Use of Management and Monitoring Methods: states using

80 percent or more of the management methods and 67 percent or more of the monitoring methods are classified as having "substantial

use' of management and monitoring methods; the remaining states are classified as having "more limited use." (3) Automation of the

Claims Collection Process: states with 75 percent or more of the routine claims functions automated and 100 percent of the case

action and claims payment histories automated are classified as having "highly automated" claims collection processes; states with

no automation of either claims functions or claims histories are classified as "manual" processes; the remaining states are

classified as having "partially automated" claims collection processes.
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available survey data (summarized in Appendix Table

B.1) were used to characterize the general system of
claims collection activities within those states.

2. When the state reported little or no automation or

limited use of managerial and monitoring methods,

but the local offices reported that they were

performing those functions, we used the local agency
data to create a more indepth profile of claims

collection operations within the states. Conse-

quently, the placements of 3 states (Ohio,
Tennessee, and Wisconsin) within the classification

framework were changed to capture local-level
activity in automation and managerial methods.

C. RELATIVE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION
PROCESS

Using two of the rough measures of effectiveness from

Appendix Table A.17, we have constructed two indices of
the relative effectiveness of the states' claims

collection processes.3/ The two indices are (1) statesw

whose two effectiveness measures were above their

respective median values and (2) states whose two
effectiveness measures were not above their respective

median values. Thus, the first index identifies states

which appear to be particularly successful at claims
collection, while the second identifies states which

appear to be less successful. In Table III.5, subgroups
of states defined on the basis of these two indices are

examined to determine whether any of the descriptive

typologies distinguish between the relatively effective
or less effective systems.

Not surprisingly, given the poor quality of the

effectiveness data, a close relationship does not appear

to exist between any of the characteristics included in

the descriptive typologies and measures of the
effectiveness of claima collection, The descriptive
typotogies do not distinguish between states which are
succeasfu_ relative to all other states and states which
are less successful relative to all other states. Nor

_/The two measures from Appendix Table A.I? are the value of
claims established for each $100 of food stamps issued in

error and the value of claims collected for each $100 of
claims established.
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TABLE 111.5

DISIRIBUTION OF STATES AND {_SPONSE VALUES FOR DESCRIPTIVE

O0 TYPOLOGIESBY ROUGHNEASLI_ESOf EFFECTIVENESS
C_

ORGANIZATIONOF OPERATIONOF AUTOMATED AUTOMATED MANRG[RIAL MONITORING ESTA_LIS_ENT ALTERI(AIIVE

THE PROCESS: THE PROCESS: EUNCTIO#S: HISTORY: METHODS: METHOOS: NETHODS: COLLECTIONMETHODS:

Percent_e of Claims Specialized Staff in Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of Percentdcje of Percentage of Alternative

Process Centralized Establishment and Claims Functions Case Action/Payment Managerial Monitoring Establishment Collection Methods

Jurisdiction Collections Automated Histories Automated Methods Used Methods Used Methods Used Used

States with Both

Effectiveness

Measures Above

the Median Values a

Guam 1DO 100 0 0 80 67 100 0

Iowa lOO lDO 75 1DO 80 33 50 100

Kansas 80 O 50 lO0 80 67 100 100

Maine 20 0 50 67 40 67 100 O

Nevada 0 100 lS 100 80 67 lOO 100

New Hampshire 1DO lDO 0 O 80 67 100 lDO

North Carolina 20 0 75 100 60 67 100 100

Oregon lOO lDO 75 lOO lOO 100 lO0 lO0

South Dakota 60 100 50 100 100 100 100 100

Utah BO 100 50 67 60 67 lO0 lO0

Mean Response Value 61 70 50 73 76 lO 95 80

States with Neither

Effectiveness

Measure Above

the Median Values

Colorado 0 100 50 0 60 100 75 100

District of Columbia 100 100 50 1DO 60 67 lOO 100

Florida 100 lDO 75 100 100 100 100 100

Michigan 50 O 75 lOO 80 33 lDO 1DO

MinneSota 20 100 25 100 80 67 25 100

New Mexico 80 100 100 100 80 33 100 0

New York 0 100 50 lOO 60 67 100 1DO
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do the descriptive typologies distinguish between the 10

relatively successful and 12 relatively less successful
states. However, given the poor quality of the measures

of effectiveness, it is not clear whether this lack of

distinction indicates that important dimensions have

been excluded from the descriptive profile or simply
that the



IV. NATIONAL OVERVIEW OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

In addition to completing the descriptive profiles of

the states' claims collection systems, and confirming or

modifying theplacement of states within the classifi-
cation typologies, we used the the survey data to
develop a nationally representative picture of various
claims collection processes, useful both as a profile of

processes about which little was known previously and as
a guide for the FSPOS Phase III intensive assessments.

Section I of this chapter reviews the procedures used to
select the survey sample. The next three sections
discuss, respectively, the organization of the claims
collection process vis a vis the national caseload; the
level of automation in the local FSAs; the use of

managerial and monitoring tools, as well as various
methods for detecting overtesuances in the local FSAs.
Finally, Section E outlines possible issues for further
assessment in the area of claims collection in the third

phase of the FSPOS project,

A. SELECTION OF THE LOCAL FaA SAMPLE

A local FSA sample of adequate size was essential for
generating accurate estimates of the proportion of the
national caseload administered-by local FSAs which use
particular claims collection methods. As discussed in
Chapter I of this report, a stratified random sample of
187 local FSAs was drawn fromm universe of approxi-

mately 2,900 local FSAs,_:The_ selection probability for
each local FSA was proportional to the size of its
household caseload within its respective state. The
population of local FSAs vms stratified by state in
order to provide some confirmation of the claims
collection approach used at the local level as reported
in the census by states which exhibited little local
variation, and to improve the efficiency of the sample
estimates o_ the different claims collection approaches
that were reported in the censluB: by states which
elhibited_bstantlai v_a_!azion_at the local level. The

nvt,__-lleff-icienc_of tbJ'_ was further enhanced by
attocmtinz_]l_ut 75 percent_-:-_he sample to the strata
whicfi-ezhib:iced substantial-variation at the local
tsve_% Either 2 or 5 local-FSAs were selected from each
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state. The selection of 2 local agencies from states
which exhibited little variation at the local level was

expected to be sufficient to confirm the census-based
profile. The selection of 5 local agencies from states

which exhibited substantial variation was expected to be

sufficient to satisfy the descriptive requirements of

the study, although the standard errors at the indivi-
dual state level would be large. The precision

requirements for drawing national-level estimates

(accurate to within 10 percent of the true population

percentage) can easily be met with the total of 187

sites selected under this plan.l/

While the loss of data for 16 local FSAs due to

interview refusals is unfortunate (particularly in terms
of developing the descriptive profiles of those states),

and may inject some nonresponse bias into the national
estimates, the 171 Local FSAs for which data are

available is still a sufficient basis for deriving

national estimates. In fact, the unavailability of data

for the 16 local FSAs represents only about 1 percent of
the caseload of the total number of local FSAs.

B. ORGANIZATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

As shown in Table IV.I, the level of responsibility for
claims collection activities rests largely with the

local agencies. For all stages of the claims collection

process following claims referral (that is, investiga-

tion, establishment, collections, follow-up, suspension,

and termination), the local agencies alone are respon-

sible for about 53 percent of the caseload. State-only

responsibility accounts for about 1 percent of the
caseload, while the claims of 46 percent of the caseload

are the responsibility of various combinations of state,
district, and/or local agencies.

As noted in Chapter II, responsibility for claims
collection shifts somewhat to state FSAs as higher-level

stages (that is, collections, follow-up, suspensions,
and terminations) are reached in the claims collection

process. State FSAs are solely responsible for

postestablishment functions for about 11 percent of the
caseload (an increase of about 10 percentage points from

m/See Appendix C for the rationale behind the survey sample

selection procedures.
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TABLE IV.l

ORGANIZATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS:
PERCENT OF CASELOAD IN LOCAL AGENCIES

WITH SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Characteristic Percentof Caseload

Structure of Food Stamp Program
State-administered 38

State-supervised/county-administered 62

Level of Responsibility
for Claims Collection Process--

Following Claims Referral:

Local/county only 53

Local/county and district/region
and/or state 46

District/region and/or state only 1

Following Claims Establishment:

Local/county only 58

Local/county and district/region
and/or state 31

District/region and/or state only 11

Specialized Staff
Claims/collections staff or unit 79

Fraud/investigations staff or unit 83

Food Stamps Claims Collections Integrated with:
AFDC 83

Medicaid 31

GeneralAssistance 69

Anyoftheabove 83
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state-only responsibility for all stages following

referral); local agencies have sole responsibility for

postestablishment functions for the majority of cases.

In addition to the centralization of the later stages of

the claims collection process at the state level, the

activities of the claims collection process are often

concentrated in local agencies through the efforts of
specialized staff or units.

Specialized staff include claims/collections staff and

fraud/investigations staff who are responsible for

functions specific to the claims process. Claims or

collections staff are specialized staff within the FSA

who focus on both fraud and nonfraud claims at any stage
of the claims collection process; fraud or investi-

gations staff focus primarily on investigating and

establishing cases of suspected fraud. These specia-

lized staff may be workers who have specifically defined
responsibilities within the local office or may be part

of specialized units at the local_ regional, and/or
state level.

Specialized staff in the local agencies are involved in

various stages of the claims collection process and have
diverse responsibilities. As shown in Table IV.i,

claims/collections staff or units handle some aspect of

the claims process for about 79 percent of the caseload
that are covered by the local agencies; specialized

fraud or investigations staff handle some aspect of the

claims process for 83 percent of the caseload covered by
the local agencies.

The organization of the claims collection process also

varies in terms of the extent to which the food stamp

claims process is integrated with the claims processes
of other programs (i.e., AFDC, Medicaid, and General

Assistance). High levels of program integration may

facilitate detecting overissuances more efficiently and
may reduce the administrative costs of the food stamp

claims collection process.

Local FSAs that represent 83 percent of the national

caseload integrate food stamp claims collection with

AFDC claims processes. In fact, if program integration
occurs at al1 at the local level, the food stamp claims

process is always integrated with the AFDC claims
process at the very least. Food stamp and General

Assistance claims processes are integrated in local
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offices that cover 69 percent of the caseload. Food
stamp and Medicald processes are integrated far less
frequently.

C. AUTOMATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

Automation of the claims collection process is quite
widespread in the local offices and supports most of the
national caseload. As indicated in Table IV.2, 83
percent of the national caseload are covered by local
agencies in which some or all of the claims collection

process is automated; these automated systems are often
the systems that are made available by the state to the
local offices. The functions performed most frequently
by the automated systems are the recoupment amount
calculation and the deduction of the recoupment amount
from the food stamp issuance. Nearly one-half of the
caseload are covered by local offices whose available
automated systems calculate the overissuance amount.
The generation of demand letters is the function
performed least often by the automated systems available
in the local FSAs.

However, the census and survey data may somewhat

underreport the level of automation in the local

agencies, particularly for calculating the recoupment

amount and deducting the recoupment from the food stamp
issuance, two functions that are also frequently

performed by an agency's automated food stamp certifica-
tion system. Such underreportlng may have occurred due

to the separate questions in the claims survey instru-
ment on automated claims processes and automated food
stamp certification systems. While the interview
instruments do not differentiate between the two types
of automated systems in questions on the automation of
specific claims functions, a comparison of census data
on automated certification systems with census and

survey data on claims collection suggests that the
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TABLE IV.2

AUTOMATION OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS:

PERCENT OF CASELOAD IN LOCAL AGENCIES
WITH SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Characteristic Percentof Caseload

Claims Collection Process is Automated

Yes 83

No 17

Functions Performed by the

Automated System:
Calculation of overissuance amounta 44,45

Calculationof recoupmentamount 65
Deduction of recoupment from issuance 77

Generation of demand letters a 20,21

Maintenance of history of:
Case actions

All actions 13

Most recent actions only 26
Recoupment 54

Other claims payments 31

Claims suspensions 49

aThe first figure is for fraud (or suspected fraud) cases, the second for
nonfraud cases.
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distinction may have been made in some cases.2/
However, the difference s in the reported availability of
automation for various functions do not contradict the

general profile of highly automated functions in the
claims collection processes of local agencies.

The automated systems reported on by the local FSAs are
less likely to perform managerlal functions, such as
maintaining a history of the dates of various actions
taken on overissuances and claims. As shown in Table

IV.2, local agencies which maintain an automated history
of either recoupment dates or claims suspensions cover
approximately one-half of the national caseload. Local

offices that maintain data on Other claims payments in
their automated systems cover tess than one-third of the
caseload. Dates of case actions are maintained by local
agencies tess frequently, att!_uih local agencies are
twice as likely to hold dates_i_f the latest overissuance
and claims actions than to hold dates for all such
actions.

D. MANAGING THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS

The ability of local, district-, and state FSAs to manage
the claims collection p_ocesa across different office
levels that are involved in various claims functions may
depend in part on the use o£ certain managerial and
monitoring tools which might be expected to contribute
to the effectiveness of the process.

The managerial tools reported on by the local FSAs, and
examined in this section, include: internal reports;
staff training, established time limits, and manuals on
the policies and procedures of the claims collection
process; and methods for monitoring aspects of
individual claims cases.

-certification Systems (lCSs) were one of the
toe-&teas covered in the-e'--_s o£ state FSAs. A
coa_p4rison :o_ census da_a On A CSs with census data on claims
colleCt[on activities reveals some variations. ACS census

data, for example, indicate that automated food stamp
certification systems calculate the recoupment amount in 14
states in which claims census respondents indicate that the
automated systems do not calculate the amount.
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Internal Summary reports are widely used managerial tools among

Reports local FSAs. As shown in Table IV.3, officials from
local agencies which represent the majority of the

national caseload indicate that routine summary reports

are prepared by either the state or local agency, or

both. These reports assess the efficacy of various

stages of the claims collection process and often

communicate information on the claims process among the
state, district, and local units involved in the

process. Officials from local agencies that cover about

84 percent of the caseload indicate that summary reports
are prepared by their respective state FSA; 77 percent

of the caseload are covered by local agencies in which

the reports are prepared by the local offices. That 63

percent of the caseload are represented by local
agencies in which claims reports are prepared by both

the state FSA and the local office might indicate that

summary reports are perceived as useful managerial tools

at the state and local levels, and that they are not
strictly a functional responsibility of either FSA
level.

Routine reporting on the status of individual cases with
overissuances and claims receives less attention as a

managerial tool, and functional responsibility for

preparing those reports is shared less often by state

and local FSAs. Local offices for 57 percent of

the caseload indicate that status reports are prepared
by the state agencies, while about 47 percent of the

caseload are covered by local offices which prepare the

status reports at the local level. Local offices that

cover 19 percent of the caseload share responsibility

with their respective state agency for preparing status
reports.

Staff Train- As shown in Table IV.3, staff training and the

lng, Written availability of written policy and procedures manuals

Manualsp and pertaining specifically to the claims process are
Time Limits reported to be widely used managerial tools in the local

offices. Staff training is provided in local agencies

that represent 97 percent of the national caseload. As

was discussed in Chapter II, the training is provided

most frequently for new employees, while refresher
training and retraining (following rules changes, for

example) are provided for existing staff when

necessary. Staff training in the local offices tends to

examine the entire range of topics: claims referrals,
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TABLE IV.3

MANAGEMENT OF THE CLAIMS COLLECTION PROCESS:

PERCENT OF CASELOAD IN LOCAL AGENCIES
WITH SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Characteristic Percentof Caseload

Routine Summary Reports Prepared by:
Stateagency 84

Local agency 77
Both 63

Neither 2

Routine Reports on the Status of

Individual Cases Prepared by:

State agency 57

Local agency 47
Both 19
Neither 15

Training in Claims Collection
Processes and Procedures Provided 97

Written Manual on Claims Collection

Available to Staff 98

Establishing Time Limits
for Processing Claims in:

State agency 39

Localagency 60
Both 24

Neither 26

Established Tracking System
Yes 93

No 7

Donotknow 1

Established Tracking System for:
Computermatchhits 63

Otherapparentoverissuances 69
Referralsa 59,58

Investigations a 72,69

Establishedclaimsa 75,86
CIaims collections 85

Suspended claims a 73,76
Disqualified individuals 88
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TABLE IV.3 (continued)

Characteristic Percentof Caseload

Tracking System Is Automated
Yes 81
No 19

Established System for Signalling Staff
that a Case Requires Further Attention
Yes 92
No 8

System of Flags Is Automated
Yes 70

No 30

Established System for Sorting Claims
by Their Chronological Age
Yes 15
No 85

System for Aging Is Automated
Yes 8

No 92

aThe first figure is for fraud (or suspected fraud) cases, the
second for nonfraud cases.
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the detection of overissuances, the prevention of
overissuances, investigations, and food stamp
regulations and laws.

Written manuals which provide information on the
policies and procedures of the claims collection process
are available to the office staff of local agencies that
represent 98 percent of the national caseload.

Establishing time limits to control the processing of
various claims collection activities may be effective at
reducing the backlogs of potential claims. As shown in
Table IV.3, time limits are used more often by local
agencies than by state agencies. Officials from local
agencies that cover 60 percent of the national caseload
report that time limits are used by those offices;
officials from local agencies that cover only 39 percent
of the caseload report that their state FSA use time
limits to control claims collection activities.

Monitoring Three primary methods are used by state and local FSAs
Methods to monitor the progress of individual overlssuances

and claims: established processes for tracking over-
issuances or claims; systems for signalling workers that
certain cases require further action; and methods that
sort and report on overissuances or claims based on
their chronological ages.

As shown in Table IV.3, systems that track the status of
individual overissuances and claims through at least
part of the claims collection process are used by local
agencies that represent 93 percent of the national
caseload. Most of those systems (81 percent) are
partially or totally automated. Creater than 75 percent
of the caseload are covered by local agencies which
track disqualified individuals, claims collections, and

established claims. Approximately 11 percent more of
the caseload are covered by local agencies which track

ea_llshed claims o_rauctcases (86 percent) than
local agencies;vhic_acttestablished claims on fraud
cases (75 pe_cento), Theeide percentage difference may
be due to the fact that responsibility for establishing
cl&ims (particutarlyfor fraudcases) often rests at the
state rather than at the local level, and that tracking
systems, in $eneral, tend to be more coaunon in state
than in local o£[ices.

Established systems that flag cases for the requisite
staff are available to local agencies that represent 92
percent of the national caseload. As is the case with
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tracking systems, the majority (70 percent) of

the flagging systems are automated.

Processes that sort and report on overissuances and

claims according to their chronological ages may be
important in terms of evaluating the timeliness of

various stages of the process, determining when prompts

for action are necessary on pending cases at various
stages of the process, and facilitating the efficient

execution of claims collection operations. Of the three

monitoring tools examined, systems for aging claims

affect the fewest households, according to national

estimates. Only about 15 percent of the national

caseload are represented by local offices which have an
established system, either manual or automated, for
aging claims. Unlike the state aging systems, which

tend to be automated (as noted in Chapter II), local

offices that represent only 8 percent of the caseload
use automated aging systems.

Detectin_ In the first stage of the claims collection process,
Overissuances overissuances are discovered, and steps are taken to

initiate the claims process. Various detection methods

are used by agencies to identify the overissuances, some

perceived to be more effective than others.

Table IV.4 shows that local agencies are likely to use

most of the detection methods available to them. Nearly

all (more than 99 percent) of the caseload are repre-
sented by local agencies that use hotlines and informal

complaint systems, Quality Control (QC) and recertifica-
tion reviews, and conflicting information from the

recipient to detect overissuances. In addition, greater

than 90 percent of the caseload are represented by local
offices which use computer matches of wages and unearned

income, duplicate participation checks, conflicting

information from other agencies, and supervisory reviews

to identify the overissuance. Other methods that are

used nearly as often include special investigation units

and internal audits. Computer matches of resources and

error-prone profiles are used less frequently than the
other methods, but are still used by local offices that

represent over one-half of the national caseload.

While nearly all available detection methods are used,

the methods ranked by local offices as among the more
effective include only a few of those available

approaches. Local agencies that cover 78 percent of the

national caseload rank computer matches of wages among
the three most effective detection methods. In
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TABLE IV.4

METHODS USED TO DETECT OVERISSUANCES:
PERCENT OF CASELOAD IN LOCAL AGENCIES

WITH SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Characteristic Percent of Caseload

Using the Detection Method:

Computer Matching on

Wages 98
Unearnedincome 91

Resources 60

Duplicate Participation Check 92
Error-ProneProfile 56

Hotline/Informal Complaint 100
Internal Audit 86

QC Review 100
Recertification Review 99

Special Investigation Unit 90
Information from Other Agencies 97

Information from Recipient 99

Supervisory Reviews 96
Othera 4

Ranking the Detection Method Among
the Three Most Effective:

Computer Matching on Wages 78
Computer Matching on Unearned income 54
Recertification Review 52

Error-Prone Profile 21

QCReview 13
Special Investigation Unit 13

Information from Recipient 11

Hotline/Informal Complaint 8
Supervisory Reviews 6
Duplicate Participation Check 4
Internal Audit 3

Information from Other Agencies 3
Computer Matching on Resources- 2
Other a 2

aIncludes d&y-_:o-_aC_i_ti_o£ the caseworker, reference checks,
random homevisits, amployment program, peer review, monthly reporting,
and external audits.
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addition, greater than 50 percent of the caseload are

represented by local agencies which rank computer
matches of unearned income and recertification reviews

among the three most effective. Error-prone profiles

rank among the three most effective methods in local

offices that cover 21 percent of the caseload.

E. ISSUES FOR FURTHER ASSESSMENT

The census of state agencies and the survey of local

offices provide a clear picture, not previously

available, of how the states operate their claims

collection processes. However, this picture is

incomplete without an understanding of the costs and

effectiveness of the various approaches used by the

states to collect claims. Thus, the following are four

possible directions that FNS might want to pursue in the

intensive assessment phase of the FSPOS project in the
area of claims collection: an examination of the

specific characteristics of the claims systems that are

thought to be associated with lower costs and greater

effectiveness of claims collection activities; an

examination of the costs and effectiveness of types of

claims systems (e.g., highly centralized and automated

systems that utilize a number of managerial tools); case

studies of particularly noteworthy claims systems; and

in-depth examinations of particular components of the

claims collection process (e.g., the level and extent of
automation).

Character- Selected organizational and managerial characteristics

istics of claims collection systems believed to be associated

Associated with the efficiency and effectiveness of the claims

with Costs system are examined throughout this report. Unfortu-

and Effec- nately, the limited data available from the census and

tiveness survey make it difficult to clearly examine the rela-

tionship between a characteristic of the claims

collection process and its effectiveness.

Thus, one question might form a useful starting point

for the intensive assessment phase of the FSPOS

project: What specific characteristics of the claims

collection process are associated with lower costs or

more effective claims processes? This approach would of

course require in-depth information on the costs and

effectiveness of systems, as well as information from a

large number of sites, in order to derive and then

estimate the desired statistical models adequately.
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Types of A less resource-intensive approach than developing
Processes statistical models would address a similar question:
Associated Are certain types of claims collection processes more
with Costs or less expensive and/or more or tess effective than
and Effec- other types? A limited number of categories of claims
tiveness collection processes could be identified based on the

descriptive typology developed from the census and
survey data. The characteristics that could be selected

for creating the typology--the extent to which the
claims process is centralized, the use of automation,
and the use of managerial and monitoring methods--are
among those believed to be associated with the

effectiveness and e£fici_y of the claims collection
process. Thus, categOriesiiiiofclaims systems might
include, for example, a group of states characterized by
a high degree of state involvment in the claims

process, highly automated systems, and heavy reliance on
managerial and monitoring tOol;S; a group of states in
which the local agencies are involved primarily in
claims activities, manual i_tai_ systems are used, and
managerial and monitoring_t_otSare relied on less
heavily; and groups of sttteS:_ich exhibit other
combinations of these characteristics.

i ::_ii_iJ :.:i :_

Data on costs and effectiveness would be collected for a

few sites selected as _eSo£ each category. By
comparing measures of the_c_ostS and effectiveness for
claims collection syst_acrOss the categories of the
descriptive typologies, an!ndiCation of the relative
costs and effectiveness _the_elternative approaches
can be obtained. If the cost:and effectiveness measures

showed that most of the sites within one typology were
less expensive and/or more effective, that claims
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process would be identified as the least expensive

and/or most effective claims collection process.3/m
Since this qualitative approach would focus on

relatively few sites, little, if anything, could be said

about the degree to which any findings apply to the

universe of claims collection processes. However, this
approach may provide FNS with important, if tentative,

information on what different processes are likely to
cost and how effective they can be.

Case Studies The third possible focus for the intensive assessments
of Effective might include indepth case studies of a limited number

Local Systems of sites selected because certain aspects of their
claims collection operations appear to be particularly
effective. The intensive assessments would focus on

measuring the costs and effectiveness of these exemplary
systems, as well as providing systematic descriptions of
their organizations and operations. The indepth studies
of particularlyeffective local agency claims collection
systems may provide valuable guidance to officials in
states that are considering changes in their claims
collection systems.

Unfortunately, little information is available from the

census, survey, or other sources to help identify
particularly promising systems. Without conducting a

study similar to either of the two possible directions

discussed above, not enough data are available to

identify the more promising claims collection

approaches. However, case studies of exemplary systems

may be considered an appropriate extension to the

analysis of data following either of the preceding two
assessment alternatives.

_/This comparison requires that the descriptive typologies

used to categorize the sites distinguish between the

important differences in the claims collection approaches.
To the extent that unmeasured factors affect the cost and/or

effectiveness of the claims process (e.g., staff morale),

the comparison across typologies may mistakenly attribute
the differences in the costs and/or effectiveness of the

systems to the wrong characteristics. Detailed descriptions

of the operation of the claims collection process by the

sites in the sample will help identify any factors not
incorporated in the descriptive typologies.
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In Depth Finally, the intensive assessment phase might examine in

Examination detail one particular aspect of the claims collection

of Sinsle process. For example, since increased automation of the

Components claims collection process is viewed as one factor that

of Claims contributes to a system that is both more efficient and

Process less expensive, the use of automation by the FSAs could

be the focus of indepth study.

The analyses of the census and survey data on claims

collection processes, and the comparison of those data

with census data on automated certification systems,

clearly indicate that state and local systems vary

widely in terms of the level end extent of automation

available in the local offices. The level of computer

automation to support claims collection activities

varies from state to state and County to county;

functions range from automatically computing the

overpayment amount to monitorinsthe timely follow-up of

each step in the claims collection process. A more
extensive examination of selected local FSA automated

systems may provide a clearer picture of state and local

systems--whether such systems are Separate from the

agency's automated food stamp certification system, and,

if so, what claims functions are performed by which

system. Further activities in the intensive assessment

of automated systems might include the following:

o Based on structured discussions with agency staff_

determining the relative importance of each automated

function in terms of contributing to an effective

claims collection process

o Based on the features identified in (1), identifying

those sites which currently use the most

sophisticated automated functions

o Developing a clear nontechnical report that describes

the issues that are being addressed by the automated

system, as well as how it works and its perceived
benefits

o Developing clear functional descriptions for the most

effectively implemented system!identified. These
functional descriptions coutd then be used by other

sites to guide them in adopting similar automated
features.
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APPENDIX A

CHAPTER IX SUPPLEMENTAL TABLES

NOTES:

1. In the census of state FSAs, states were asked Co
report on the claim collection process in the
majority of their counties. In the survey of local
FSAs, local agencies were asked comparable questions
as they applied Co chat agency. As a result, Cable
entries may appear inconsistent; that is, a
particular local agency my report state involvement
on a claims function while the state may report
generally local involvement (end vice versa).
Although the local FSAs selected for the survey were
not representative sampieS_thin the states, to the
extent that the survey de'SUpplement the census

. data, the survey data Shouldbe viewed os refining
the states' descriptive PrOfiles. In the 2 states
for which census data were Mc available (California
and North Dakota), the eu_ data should be viewed
as the general characterization of the states'
claims collection process.

2. Three survey questionnaires were administered to the
local agencies, tvs of which repeated all of the
questions related to C_le entries. Because the
third questionnaire wesedmlnistered to local FSAs
in 14 states where the claims collection process is
predominantly state-operated, it is an abbreviated
version of the other survey questionnaires.
Consequently, some questions in the tables are not
relevant for some local agencies, questions which
are not relevant are noted by "_*' in the tables.

3. In general, local FSAs vere asked to report sa
activities they performed, and not on etate-level
functions. As a result, some queet_ were not
applicable to · particular local office. These
questions are noted by '*NA'* in the tables, and,
where appropriate, are explained further in table
footnotes.

&. The question numbers noted in each Cable relate to
the relevant questioninChe state census
questionnaire. (queettm_ comparable to chose in
the census instrument, Where relevant, appear in
each of the survey instruments.)



TABLEA. !

ORGANIZATIONOF THECLAINSCOLLECTIONPROCESS,

BY STATEANDLOCALFSA

State- Level of Respons,ib,il,ity for Operat,ion of the Cla,ins Process (ql. O0) Use of Spec,ial,ized Staff

Superv$seclV lnvest,igat,ions Establ,ishment Col,iect ,ions Fo,ilow-Up for De!lncluent Clatter.. Suspeas,ion/Termlnat,ion Crates/ Fraud/

County- Suspected Col I ect .ions ] rivest ,igat ,icms

Jurisdiction Administered Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Ncmfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud 14oafraud Staff or Unit Staff or Un.it

Alabama Yes L L L L L L L L L L S

B'ibb L L L L L L L L L L

Etowah L L L,S L L L L L L L L S

Franklin L L L,S L L L L L L L L S

Nobt le L L L,S L L L L L L L L L,S

Not'gan L.S L L,S L L L L L L L

A1aska Ne L L S S S S S S S S S S

Anchorage-NuIdoon L L S S S S S S S S

Ketcht kan L L S S S S S S S S

i_ Arizona Ne L,S L,S S S S S S S S S L,S S
I-_ #art copa L L S 5 S S S S S S L

Nava_ L L S S S S S S S S L

Arkansas Ne L L S S S S S S S S S S

Clay L L S S S S S S S S

Ph,il I,ips S S S S S S S S S S

*Ca1iifornia Yes

Los Angeles L L L L L L L L L L L.S L

San Bernard'i no L L L L L L L L L L L

San Joaqu'ln L L L L L L L L L L L L

* Sonollla

* Yolo



TABLE A. I (continued)

State- Level of Responsibilit,vfor Operation of the Claims Process (ql.O0) Use of Specialized Staff

Supervised/ Investiqations Establishment Collections Follow-Up for Delinquent Claims Suspension/Termination Claims/ Fraud/

County- Suspected Collections Investigations

Jurisdiction Administered Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Staff or Unit Staff or Unit

Colorado Yes L L L L L L L L L k L L

Boulder L L L L L L L L L L L

Denver L L L ,S L L L L L L L L L

Gunntson-Hinsdale L L L L L L L L L L L

* Mesa

Pueblo L L L L L L L L L L L L

Connecticut No S L,S S L,S S S S S L,S L,S L,D,S S

* New Haven

' Torrington

Delaware Mo L,S S S S S S S S S S S S

New Cast le L.S L.S S S S S S S S S

Sussex L,S L,S S S S S S S S S

District of Columbiaa No S S S S S S S S S S S S

Florida No S O S D O O O O O O D,S 0

Dede L.S L S L L,S L.S L L L L L

Polk L L L .S L t L L t L L L

Georgia Yes L.S L L,S L L,S L L,S L L L S

Bibb L,S L S L L,S L L.S L L L L L,D,S

Colquitt S L S L L L L,S L L L L L,O

Fulton S L S L L L k L L L L L,O

Madison L,S L S L L,S L L .S L L L O

* Peach

Guama Mo S S S S S S S S S S S S

Xawati No L,S L S L S S S S NAb NAb S

Honolulu L.S L S L L,S L,S L,S L.S NA NA

Maul l,S I S t l,S L,S S S #k #A



)ABLE A.1 (continued)

State- Level of Responsibility for Operation of the Claims Process (ql. O0) Use of Specialized Staff

SuperviSed/ Investigations Establtshnent Collections Follow-Up for Oeltnquent Clalms Suspenston/Teminatlon Claims/ Fraud/

County- Suspected Co1lect ions ]nves ti gat ions

Jurisdiction Adllnistered Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud ioufraud Staff or Unit Staff or Unit

Idaho No L,S L L L L,O L,O L.O L,D LoD L,O L,D L,D,S

* Ada

* Bonneville

* Canyon

* _yhne

* Shoshone

[111nels Mo L,S L,S L,S L,S S S S S S S S S

Cook Co. (Ash14md) L,S L S S S S S S S S

Cook Co. (Eng:llvood) L L S S S $ S S S $ S L,S

Cook Co. (Garfield) L,S L S S S S S S S S S L,S

Cook Co. ($. Suburban) L,S L S S S S S S S S

Greene L L S S S S S S S S

lndt aua Yes L L L L L L L ,S L.S L L L

Adams L L L,S L,S L L L L L.S L,S

Al 1eR L L L L L L L L L L L L

14arton L L L,S L,S L L L,S L.S L L L L

Scott L L L,S L,S L,S L L L L L

Wayne L L L ,S L.S L L L L L L S,L L

Iowa No L,S L,S L,S L,S S S S S S S S S

Iowa L L L,S L S S S S S $

Webster L,O L,D L,S L,S S S S S S S

Kansas No L,O L D L L,D,S L,S O.S S S S O

Cherokee L,O L L,D L L.O.S L.S L,O,S L.S S S 0

Frafi_klin L,D L,D L,D L L.O,S L.S O,S S S S O

Llnn L,O L L,D L L,O L O,S S S S O

Wichita L L L L L.S L,S L,S L,S S S L,S L

Wyandotte L L L L L L L,S S S S S L



TABLE A. ! (continued)

State- Level of Responsibilit I for Operation of the Claims Process (QI.O0) Use of Specialized Staff

Supervised/ investicjatJons Establishment Collections Follow-Up for Delinquent Claims Suspension/Termination Claims/ Fraud/

Count y- Suspected Col lect tons !nveS t I gat t ohs

Jurisdicttoe Administered Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Staff or Unit Staff or Unit

Kentucky No L.S L.S L.S L.S L.S L,S L,S L,S S S L,S S

8ell L,S L L L L.S L.S L.S L,S S S L,S S

Carter L,S L L,S L L.S L,S S S S S L,O°S S

Hart L,S L L L L,S L,S S S S S S S

.Jefferson L,S L L L L.S L.S L,S L.S S S L L,S

todd L,S L L L L.S L.S S S S S O,S S

Louisiana No L,O L.D S S S S S S S S S O,S

Caddo L,D L,O S S S S S S S S S

Lincoln L.S L,S S S S S S S S S S

Orleans L,D L,O S S S S S S S S S,D L

St. Tammany L,D L,O S S S S S S S S S

Tangipahoa L,D t,O S S S S S S S S S L

Naine No L L L L L L L L S S S S

_' August a L L L L L L L ,S L, S L .S L,S S

Levtston L L L L L L L L L L

Nlaryland Yes L,S L,S L,S L L,S L L,S L L L L L,S

AIlegany L L L L L.S L.S S S L L L.S

Bait tmore City L L L L L L L L L L L L ,S

Baltimore Co. L L L L L L L,S L,S L L L,S

Frederick L.S L L,S L L L L L L L L L

Nont gomery L. S L L L L L L L L,S L .S L ,S

Nassachusett s No S L,S S S S S S S S S S S

Nalden S L,S S S S S S S S S S

Roslindale S L,S S S S S S S S S S



TABLE_uI (cmtlm_)

State- Levelof Res_nsibilityfor Operationof the CialmlsProcess(ql._) Use of SpecializedStaff

Supervised/ [nvestl¶latlofis Establlshlaent Collections Follow-Up for Delinquent Claims Suspensfon/Teminattoo ClaiM/ Fraud/
County- Suspected Coliect tons I nvest t gat t ms

Jurisdiction Aclmlntstered Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nmfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Monfraud Fraud NQfifraud Staff or Unit Staff or Unit

Hichtgan fro S L S L ,S L L S S L L L ,S L,S

Berrlen L.S L L I L,S L,S L,S L,S L,S L,S L L,S

Branch L0S I L L L,S L,S S S S S L L ,S

Nacolmb L.S L L L l,S L.S S S L L L L

St, Clair L,S L L L L,S L,S S S L.S L,S L,S L

Idayae L,S L L L L,S L L L L L L L.S

Ht nnesota Yes L L L I I L L L L,S L ,S I l

Clay t L L L L I L L I L I L

Dakota L, S I $ L L I L L L,S L ,S

Flenneptn L L L I L L L L L,S L ,S L

Ramsey L I I L L L I L L,S L ,S L L

Waseca L,S L NAd I L I I L L L

_1 Hiss Isslppl No L,S L,S S S L,S L,S L L S S L,S S
L_ Attala L,S L,S S S L,S L,S S S S S

Hinds L,S L,S S S L,S L,S L L S S L,S L

Lowndes L,S L,S 5 S L,S L,S L,S L,S S S L

Nadlson L,S L,S S S L,S L,S I L S S S L

Tlshcmlngo L L S S L,S L,S L,S L,S S S

Missouri No L L D,S I),S L.S L.S L,S L.S L,S L,S O

Buchenm S L S L S S L,S L,S S S L S

Jackson L,S L L,S L L,S l,S S S S S L,S S

Lafayette L,S L S S L,S L,S S S S S S

Petits l,S L S L,S L,S L,S OK OK L,S L,S S

St. Louis L,S L S L L,S L,S S S S S L,S L,S

Montana Yes, L L L,S L S S S S S S S

Cascade L L L L L,S L,S S S S S L

Lewis & Clark L.S L,S S I L,S L,S S S S S L



TABLE A. 1 (coatir_ed)

State- Level of Responsibility for Operation of the Claims Process (ql. OO} Use of Specialized Staff

S_ervise_ Inv_ti2attc_s Establishment Collections Fol)ow-L_ for §eltnquent Clai_ S_penslon/Te_lnation Claims/ fraud/

County- Suspected CollectIons Inv_tl_ttons

Jurisdlcti_ Administered Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nenfra_ Fraud Nonfra_ Framt N_fr_md Staff or Unit Staff or &.Init

Nebraska No L,S L L L L.S L S L S L,S S

Grand Island L,S L L,S L.S L L L L L,S L,S

Lexington L,S I S S l,S L I I L,S L.S L L,S

lincoTn L,S L,S l ,S l ,S I l I I S S

Omaha L,S L L,S L,S L,S L L.S I L,S L L l,S

Seward L, S L L l ,S S L S L S L

Nevada No L L L L L I L L I L L0S l

Clark L L L L L L L I I I L

_lShOe L L I L L L L I L L L {

New Hampshire No S S S S S S S S S S S S

Dover I L S S S S S S S S

Keene S S S S S S S S S S

T
C2_ New Jersey Yes L L L L L I L L L L I L

Burl tngton L L L L L L L L L L L L

Camden L L L L L L L ,S L,S L,S L,S L L

Essex I L I I L L L L L L L l

Hudson L L L L L I L I I I L l

Ntddlesex L L L L L L L L I L L I

New Mexico No L.S I L,S I S S S S S S S S

Bernal il Io L.S I L I S S S S S S S S

Cibola L,S L I L S S S S S S S

New York Yes I I I I I I L L I t L ,S l

* Br oomme

Cort land L L I I L,S L,S L,S L.S L,S L,S L

Erie L L L I L I I I L I l ,S L

New York City I I I I I I I I I I I l

* Onondaga



TABLEA. ! {continued)

State- Level of Responsibilit_ for Operation of the Claims Process {qt. O0) Use of Specialized Staff

Supervised/ ]nvesttgatims £$tablJshllent Col lections Fol low-Up for Delincluent Claims Suspe_,,!on/Termtnatton Claims/ Fraud/

County- Suspected Col 1eotions Inves t t gat t oas

Jurisdiction Administered Freud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfreud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfreud Staff or Unit Staff or Untt

North Carolina Yes L L L L L,S L.S L L L L L L

Craven L L L L I L L L L L L l

Forsyth L L L t L L L L L L L

Halt fax L L L L L L L L L L L

Ha_ood L L . L L L L L L L L L L

Yancey L L L L L L L L L L

*North Dakota Yes

Cass L L L L L L L L L L

Emom L. S L L L L L L L L L

Grand Forks L L L.S L L L L L L.S L.S

Nountrai I L L L L L L L L L L

Stutsmes L,S L L L L L L L L L

Ohio Yes L L L L L L L L L L L,S

Cuyahoga L L L L L L L L L L L L
Oelaware L L L L L L L L L L

Fronkl ia L L L L L L L L L L L L

Nabonlng , L L L L L L L L L L L L

Richland L L L L L L L L L L L

Oklahoma No L,S L,S S S S S S S S S S S

Carter L,S L,S S S S S S S S S

Custer L,S L.S S S S S S S S S

Oregon No L,D,S L,D L,S L,S S S S S S S O,S

Albany L.O.S L.S S S S S S S S S L,S

Cottage Grove L,D,S L,S S S S S S S S S S

East Portland L.O,S L,S S S S S S S S S S

SprJngfJeld L,S L L,S L,$ S S S S S S L,S

_est Eugene L.O,S L.O L,S L,S L,S t,S S S S S S



TABLE A. i (continued)

State- Level of Responsibility for Operation of the Clalms Process (qi.O0} Use of Specialized Staff

Supervised/ Investigations Establlshmont Collections Follow-Op for Delinquent Claims Suspension/Termination Claims/ Fraud/

County- Suspected Co1 lect ions Investigations

JurtsdictJce Administered Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraucl Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nnnfraud Staff or Unit Staff or Unit

PennsyIvmta No L,S L,S L,S L,S S S S S S S L,S

Lycomtng L L l,S S L,S L.S S S S S S

Philadelphia (Center) L L S S S S S S S S S

Philadelphia (Ogo_tz) L.S L S S S S S S S S S

Philadelphia (West) L,S L S S S S S S S S S

Westmoreland L,S L L,S S L,S L,S S S S S

Rhode Island No L.S L S S S S S S S S S S

Pr_ t dence L, S L S S S S S S S S

Warwick L,S L S S S S S S S S

South Carolina Yes L,S L L,S L L L L L L L L

nar1 ingt on L L L ,S L L L L L L L L L

Georgetovm L,S L L L L L L L L L L L.S

_a- Newberry L. S L L ,S L L L L L L L L L
I

O0 Orangeburcj L.S L L L L L L L L L L

Richland L,S L L,D L L.O L L L L L L L.S

South Dakota No L L L L D,S O,S O,S D,S S S L,O,S

Bennett L L L L 0,S D,S D,S D,S S S

Oavlson L L L L D.S D.S D.S D.S S S

Tennessee No L L L .S L,S L.S L L .S L L.S L .S L

Oavldson L L L,S L.S L.S L L,S L L.D,S L.O.S L L

Sumer L,§ L L ,O L ,O L,D L L.D,S L L,O L ,O O,S L .O

Texas No D 0 L,O L,O S L,O S L,D S L t.O L,S

* 8exar

OeWitt O L O L O L O L L L L

* Harris

Smith S L O,S L S L S L S L S

Tarrant L,S L,S S O L,D O L,D 0 NAc NAc D O



TABLEA.I (continued)

State- Level of Responslbtlit_ for Operation of the Claims Process (ql. O0) Use of Specialized Staff

Supervised/ .....investigations Establishment Collections Follow-Up for Delinquent Claims Suspension/Termination Clalls/ Fraud/

County- Suspected (:ol iect Ions I nvest I gat ions

Jurisdiction l_Mtn_stered Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Honfraud Staff or Unit Staff or Unit

Ut ah No L L S S S S S S S S L .S

Region 2B L L S S S S S S S S

Region 7A L L S S S S S S S S L

Venmo_t Ne S L L L S S L L L L S

Hart fo rd S L L L S S L L L L

St. AIbans L,S L L L LoS L,S L,S L,S L,S L,S

Virginia Yes L L L.S L L,S L.S L L L.S L.S L L

Char Iotte L L L.S L L L L L L L L

Hampton IC L L L,S L L L L,S L L L L L

Norfolk lC L L L L L L L L L L L L

* Portsmouth

Pulaski L L L,S L L,S L L L L L L

I:_ Virgin islands a No L,D L,D O O O D S S S S 0 S

WashIngton mo L L L,S L S $ $ S S S L ,S S
Benton L L L L S S S S S S L S

Ktng-Ratn! er L L L I S S S S S S L O

Pierce L L L,S L,S S S S S S S L

Spokane L L L L S S S S S S L S

Vancouver L L L L S S S S S S I L

West Virginia No O O O O S $ S S O O S S

ikeckley O D O O $ S S S D O

CharlestOn O O O O D O O t) O 0

WIsconsi n Yes L L L L L L L L L L L

Bayf teld L L L L L L L L L L

Doucjlas L L L L L L L L L L L

NJlwaukee L L L L L L L L L L L .O L

Rock L L L L L L L L L L L L

Sauk L L L L L L L L L L



TABLEA. 1 (continued)

State- Levelof ResponsibilityforOperationof the ClaimsProcess(ql.00) Use of SpecializedStaff

Supervised/ investigations Establishment Collections Follow-Dpfor DelinquentClaims Suspension/TerminationClaims/ Fraud/

County- Suspected Collecttons Investigations

Jurisdiction Administered Fraud IIonfraud Fraud #onfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Staffor Unit Staffor Unit

Wyoming No L L L,S L L L L,S L,S S S L.S

Carbon I L L,S L,S L,S L.S S S S S S S

Crook L,S L S L L,S L,S L.S I,S L,S L.S L,S

Freement L L L.S L.S L.S L.S L L L,S L.S S L

Matrona t L L L L.S L.S S S S S S L

Park L L L,S L,S L L L.S L.S S S S

*State or local FSA refused interview.

MRThequestion is not applicable to this local FSA system.

OK1he information waS not available at the time of the interview.

KEY: Level of Responsibility mudSpecialized Staff: L _ Local

I 0 · Oistrict/Region

0 S _ State

NOTES: The claim referral stage of the clatm collection process is not included under the table entry "Level of Responsibility' because it is a local/county function in all

states. The table entry "Use of Specialized Staff" is drawn from a series of 1S questions which focus on the division of responsibilities for the various stages of the

claims process. Those questions are Q5.00, 05.05. QS.17. 05.24. Q6.07. 06.08, Q7.00. QT.01, Q8.O2, 05.O8a. _.08b, qO.08c. 09.00, Q9.07, and 09.13 in the census

instrument, and corresponding questions tn the survey instrument plus Q1.01.

aThe District of Columbia, Guamand the Virgin Islands were not included in the local FSAsurvey because most claims collection activities are centralized in the state-)evel FSA.

bHauati does not suspend or terminate claims.

Clarrant County. Texas dues not suspend or terminate claims.

dFraud is so seldom suspected, it has never been pursued in this local FSA.



TABLE& Z

INTEGRATIONOFTHEFOODST_14PCLAIMSCOLLECTIONPROCESsWITHTHECLA]NSCOLLECTIONPROCESSOF OTHER_,
BY STATEANDLOCALFSA

Clatms

Collection . Sta.qe o.f the Claims Collection Process (QLO2}
Process Is

Integrated Fo1iow~Upfor Suspension/

Jur_$dictlgn ......... (q].Ol) . Referral Investigations Establishment Collections .... Delinquent Claims Termlnat!o_

Alabama No

ell No

_t _e_x Yes A A A A

Frank! Iff Yes A

Nobt Se Yes A A

MOegm No

AZash Yes A A A A A A

Ae_l-Nuideo. **
Ilett:Mkmn *,*

p.. Artz_m4 Yes A,G A,G A.O A,G l,O A,G
I-, lia_ copa **

Iiva_ **

Arkamas Yes A,N.G A,N.G A.N,G A.N.G A,H,G A,H,G
C)a_ **

Pht) I$pS

*CAIifeepdl

LeS keleles Yes A,G A,G

Saa Iielmardi ne Yes A A A A A A

Sa_ &oacluifi Yes A A A A A A
Sonoma

* Yolo



IAm[ A. 2 (continued)

Claims

Collection Stacje of the Clates Collection Process (QI.02)

Process Is

Integrated Follow-Up for Suspe_ston/

Jurisdiction (Ql.O[) Referral Investiclations Establishment Collections Del inquent Clat_ lermlnat Ion

Colorado Yes A,N A,H A,#

Boulder Yes A,N,G A,N,G A.M.G A,N,G A,M,G A.N.G

Denver No

Gunolson-H insdale Yes A A

* Mesa

Pueblo Yes A,N A,M A,N

Connect t cut Yes A A A

* New Havea

* Torrington

Delaware Yes A,MoG A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G A,H,G A,M,G

New Cast le '*

I Sussex **
)..,

Oistrict of Columbia a Yes A,N,G A,N,G

Florida Yes A,N A,M A,N A.N A.M A,M

0ade **

Polk **

Georgia Yes A A A A A A

Btbb Yes A,M A A A A A

Colquitt Yes A A A A A

Fulton Yes A,M A,M A.M A,M A A

Madison Yes A A A A A A

* Peach

Guama Yes A A A A A A

Hawaii Yes A,M,G R,H,G A,M,G R,M ,G A,H ,G

Honolulu **

Nau_ **



TABLEA.2 (cc_ttnued)

Claims

Collection Stage of the Claim Collection Process (ql. O2) .

Process ]s

] nte(jrated Fo1Iow-Up for Suspension/

3urisdlctlm (q$,ol) , Referral investigations Est_blishMnt Collections Delinquent Claim iemination

idaho ' Yes A,N A,N A,N A,N A,N A,H

"Ada

* Bonnev 11 le

* Gmym

* Odyhee

* ShoshOne

i!1t_1s Yes A,M,G A,N,G A,M,G A ,M,G A,M,G A,H.G

Cook_. (_hlmd) Yes A,N,G A,H.G

Cook Co. (IEnglmKNDd) Yes A,G A,G

Cook Co. (Garfield) Yes A,G A,G

Cook CO. (S. Suburban) _s A A

Greene _es A A

I_) Indiana Yes A,M A,M A,M A,M A A

Adams No

A11eh Yes A,N A,N A,N A,/4 A,N A,N

I_lricm Yes A A A A

Scott Yes A A A

wayne Yes A A A A A A

Iowa Yes A,H A,N A,N A,M A,14 A.#

Iowa **

Webster

Kansas Yes A,H,G A,M,G A,N,G A,H,G

Cherokee Yes A,N,G A,N,G A,#,G A.G A,G

Frank1in Yes A,H,G A,H,G A,N,G A,N,G

Linn Yes A,N,G A,N,G A,N,G A,N,G

Wichita Yes A,H,G A,M.G A,#,G

WyandOtte Yes A,M,G A,N,G A,M,G A,#,G A,H,G



TABLE A. 2 (continued)

Claims

Collection Sta_ of the Claims Collection Process (q1.02)

Process Is

Integrated Fol Iow-Up for Suspension/

Jurisdiction (q].Ol) Referral investigations Establishment Collections Delinquent Claims Termination

Kentucky No

8ell

Carter Yes A,N A,N A,M A

Hart

Jefferson Yes A,M A A

Todd Mo

Louisiana Yes A,N,G A,N,G A,N,G A,N,G A,M,G A,N,G

Cad(lo Yes A A

Li ncol n Yes A A

Or leans Yes A,M A,M

St. Tamany Yes A A

Tang ipahoa Yes A,M A,N

I_' Mai ne Yes A A A A A A

Augusta Yes A A A A A A

Lewtston Yes A A A A A A

Maryland Yes A,M,G A,#,G A,M,G A,M,G A,#,G A,#,G

A1 legany Yes A. G A.G A,G A.G

Bali imore City Yes A,G A,G A,G A,G A,G A,G

Bali lmore Coonty Yes A,N,G A,M,G A,G A.G A,G A,G

Frederick Yes A,N,G A.N,G A,M,G A,N,G A,#,G A,M,G

Nontgomery Yes A,lq. G A,N,G A,N,G A,M ,G A,N,G A,N,G

Massachusetts Yes A,M,G A,M,G A.N,G A,N,G A,#,G A,M,G

Malden Yes A,G

Rosl indale Ves A,G A,G A,G A,G A,G A,G

Michigan Yes A.M,G A,N,G A,G A,G A,G

Berrien Yes A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G

Branch Yes A,#,G A,M,G A,N,G A,N.G A,G A,G

Nacomb Yes A,M, G A,M, G A,N. G A ,N ,G A ,M,G A,M, G

St. Clair Yes A,M,G A.M,G A,M,G A,14,G A.l( ,G A.M,G

Wayne Yes A,G A,G A,G A,G A.G A,G



TABLEA. 2 (continued)

Claims

Col lectton Stage of the Claims Col lect ion Process (q%.02)

Process Is

integrated Fo1iow-Up for Suspension/

Jurl .s.dtctfon (q].ol) Referral Investigations Establishment Collections Delinquent Claims Termination

Nirme_ota Yes A A.N.G A A A A

Cla¥ Yes AoH.G A.H.G A.H.G A.N.G A.H.G A.G

Dakota No

HemtePin Yes A.H,G A,H,G A,H,G A.H,G A,M,G

Ramey Yes A.H.G

Waseca Yes A.N.G A.H.G A.N.G A.M.G A.N.G A.N.G

HiSst$st_l_it Yes A,H A,M A,M A A A

Atta la Yes A A OK A A

Hinds No

lowndeS Vas A.M A.H A.H A,H A.N A.H

Nadtson Yes A,N A,H

TIshomingo Yes A.N A.N A.H A.N

Misseerl Yes A.H.G A.M.G A.M.G A.N.G A.N.G A.N.G

Buchanan Yes A.N.G A.N.G A.N.G A.N.G A.N.G A.N.G

Jackson Yes A.M.G A.H.G

Lafayette Yes A.H. G A.N.G A.N.G A.N.G A.N.G A.N.G

Petits Yes A.M.G A.M.G A.H.G A.N.G A.H.G

St. Louis Yes A.N.G A.M,G A.N.G A.M.G

HontJla _ Yes A.N.G A.N.G A.N.G A.M.G A.N.G A.H.G

CasCade Yes A.M.G A.H.G A.M.G A.M.G

Lewis & Clerk Yes A.N.G A.H.G A.N.G A.N.G

Nebramka No

Grand Island Yes A A A A A A

Lextngton Yes A A A A

Lincoln Yes A.H A.N A

Omaha No

Seward Yes A.M A.N A.N A.H A.M A.M



IABLE A. 2 (continuecl)

Claims

Collection Sta_e of the Claims Collection Process {C)I.02)

Process Is

Integrated Fo110w-UI) for Suspension/

Jurisdiction ((_l. Ol) Referral Investigations Est abli shmment Collections Delinquent Claims lermtnat ton

Nevada No

Clark *"

Washoe "

New Hampshire Yes A,M,G

Oover **

Keene **

New Jersey Yes A,N A,# A,N A,N A,N A,N

Burl ingt on Yes A,N A,N A,N A,N A.N A,N

Camden Yes A,N A,M A,M A,N A,N A,#

Essex No

i_ Hudson Yes A,N,G A,N,G
Nt (Id lesex Yes A,N A,N A,M A,N A,#

C7_

New Next¢o Yes A,M.G A,M.G A,M.G A,N.G A.N,G A,N,G

Bernalti1o Yes AoM.G AoM,G A,M,G A.M,G A,M,G A.M.G

Cibola Yes A A A

New York Yes A.N.G A,N,G A,N.G A.N.G A.N.G A.N.G

* Broome

Cort land Yes A,M, G A.N.G A.M. G A.N.G A.N.G A.N,G

Erie Yes A.N.G A,M,G A.N.G A.N.G A.N.G A.N.G

New York City Yes A,G A.G A.G A,G A.G A.G

* Onondaga

North Carol ina Yes A.M.G

Craven No

Forsyth Yes A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G A.M,G

Ha I i fax Yes A,M, G A ,M,G A,# ,G A,M, G

14aywood Yes A,N,G A,M,G A,M,G A.N,G A,N,G A.N.G

Yancey No



TABLEA.2 (continued)

Clatms

Col lection Stacle of the Claim Collect ion Process (ql.02)

Process Is

Integrated Fo1Iow-Up for Suspension/

Jurfsdicttae _ql.01) Referral investigations Establishment Collections Delinquent Claim Temlnat ion

*North Dakota

Cass Yes A A A A A A

Emns Yes A,N,G A,N,G A,H,G A,N,G A.H,G A.N,G

Grand Forks Yes A,H A.N A,M A,N A,N

Nountraf i No

Stutsmln Yes A,N A,N A,N A,H A,N A,N

Ohio Yes A,M,G A.N,G A,N,G A A,N,G A,M,G

Cuyahegi Yes A,N,G A,M,G A,N,G A,N,G A,N,G A,N,G

Delawre Yes A,N,G A,N,G A,H,G

Frmk_!a Yes A,M,G A,N,G A,N,G A,N,G A,M.G A,M,G

Mahom_$mJ Yes A,N,G A,IM,G A,N,G A,M,G A,N,G A,N,G

Richliled Yes A,N, G A,N,G A,G

i_ OklahalM Yes A,N A,N A,M A,14 A,N A,N

Carter **

Custer **

Oregon Yes A,N,G A,H,G A,N,G A,H,G A,N,G A.N,G

Albany Yes A.N,G A,N,G

Cottage Grove Yes A A

East Portlmd Yes A,N,G A,N,G

Spei_fle]d Yes A,N,G A,M,G A.N.G

West Eugene Yes A,G A,G A,G

Peonsyi,_mJa Yes A.N,G A,H, G A,N,G A,N,G A,M,G A,N,G

Lycoming Yes A,N,G A,M,G

Philadelphia (Center) Yes A,N,G A,N,G

Philadelphia (Ogontz) Yes RoG A,G A,G A,G A,G A,G

Phj iadelphia (West) Yes A,N,G A,M,G A,N,G A,N,G A,M,G A,N,G

Westmoreland Yes A,N,G A,H,G



TABLE A. 2 (continued)

Claims

Collection Stacje of the Claims Collection Process (ql.02)

Process is

Integrated Fol Iow-Up for Suspension/

Jurisdiction (ql.ol) Referral Investigations Establishment Collections Delinquent Claims Termination

Rhode Is land Yes A,N,G A,M,G A.N,G A.M,G A,N,G

Providence **

Warwick **

South Carolina No

Oarl ington Yes A,NoG A,N,G A,N,G A A.N,G A,N.G

Georgeto_ No

NeWberry No

Orangeburg No

Richland No

South _kota Yes R A A R A,H A,N

Beonet t **

i_ Oavison **

O0

Tennessee Yes A A A A A A

Oavi dson Yes A A A A A A

Sumner Yes A A A A A

Texas Yes A,M A,M A,M A,M A,M A,N

* Bexar

OeWitt Yes A,M A,M A,M R,M A,# A,N

* Harris

Smith No

Iarrant Yes A,M,G A,H,G A,M,G R,M,G A,M,G A,N,G

Ut ah Yes R,#, G A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G R,M,G A.M,G

Region 2B **

Region 7A **

Vermont Yes A,M,G A,N,G A,N,G A,N,G A,M,G A,M,G

Hartford **

St. A1bans **



TABLEA. 2 (continued)

Clatis

Collection stage of the Claims Collection Process {ql.02)

Process Is

]ntegrated Fol low-Up for Suspension/

Jurtsdtctlofi (O[.OZ) Referral investi2ations Establi shment Collections Delinquent Claims Termination

Virginia Yes A,N,G A,M

Charlotte Yes A,M A.H A.M AoM A.H A,N

Hampton [C Yes A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G A A.M,G A,M.G

Norfolk lC Yes A.N,G A,H.G A.N,G A,H,G A,N,G A,N,G

* Port rdlouth

Pulaski Yes A,N,G A,H,G A,N,G A,H,G A,H,G A,M,G

VirginIslaRdsa No

Washtngtoo Yes A,N.G A,M.G A,M,G A.M,G A,M,G A.MoG

Benton Yes A,G A,G A,G

Ktrig-Rill nlm' Yes A,,N.G A,,M,G A,M.G

Pierce Yes A,N,G A,N,G A,H,G

Spoknme Yes A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G

I_ Vancouver Yes A,H.G A,H,G A,N,G
_D

WestVirginia Yes A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G A,N.G A)M,G

Beck Iey **

CharlestoA ** .

Wisconsin Yes A,H.G A,M.G A,H,G AJI,G A,H,G A.H.G

BeYf!eld Yes A.N.G A.HoG A,M.G A.M.G AJ4.G A.#.G

Doug)as Yes A,M A,M A,N A,# A,M

MiIwmkee No

Rock Yes A,N,G A,H,G A,G A

Sauk Yes A,N A,M A,# A,M A,H A,#

Wyoming Yes A,M,G A.N,G A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G A,H,G

Carbm Yes A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G A,M,G A.M,G

Crook Yes A,N,G A,H.G A,H.G A.H,G A,H,G A,H,G

Freelont Yes A,H,G A,N.G A,H,G A,H,G A,H.G A,N,G

Natrcma Yes A,M,G A.N,G A,M,G A,M.G

Park Yes A,N,G A,H,G A.H,G A,14,G A,H,G



TABLF A. 2 (continued)

*State or local FSA refused interview.

**This question was not asked in the interviews with local FSA respondents in states where the claims process is predominantly state-operated.

DK The information was not available mt the time of the interview.

Y_Y: Procjrams: A - AFDC or ADC

H · Necllcaicl

G = General Assistance or General Relief

aThe District of Columbia, Guam and the Virgin Islands were not included in the Io¢al FSA survey because most claims collection activtt$es are

centralized tn the state-le_el FS_

0



TABLEA. 3

CHARACTERISTICSOF THEWTOHATE0CLAINSCOLLECTZONPROCESS,

BY STATEMI) LOCALFSA

Functions Performed b_ the Automated Claims Collection Process

Clam Calculation of Calculation of Deduction of gaJntmance of giintmmce of NalntenaKe of

Phro,_tS$1S Mount of /mount of RecoupMnt Amount Generation of History of History of Claim& Puments History of Claim

Autolated Ovm'issumce Recomeent frei Issuance Dmmd Letters Casektlms Rocoupmmt Other Pa_ents Suspensions

,lurtsdtcttmq (q3.0e) (Ci3.0S} lQ3.O7) (Q3.07} {Q3.07] {q3.0e) (G1.06) (Q3.0e) (q3.0e)

Alabia Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Bt lab YES lb No Yes No No lb No No

Etovah Yes #o No Yes No Yesa Yes Yes Yes

FramklJn YES ,_lb No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Nob1le Yes Yes fro 14o NO Latest only Yes Yes Yes

lbrgm i! !: i Yes Yes Yes yes No No No No No

A1aska _ Yes YeS Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Anchorage-Ne1deem Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No
Ketchikan ' Yes Yes yesb yesb yesb yesb yesb Yesb Yes

i_ Ar 1zone yes NO yes yes No Latest only Yes Vms Yes
f_
I--, I_trl cope Yes lb Yes Yes DI( Yes Yes Yes Yes

NeviJo yes No Yes yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Aekenses yes No yes yes Yesb Yes Yes Yes Yes

Clay Ym No Yes yes No NO No NO No

PhilliPS . , _: NO

*California :

Los Angeles ; Yes : No Yes yes No Latest only Yes Yes Yes

San Bernerdt no Yes No No No No No Yes Yes No

San Joaqutn lb

* SonoM

' Yolo



TAlE A.3 (continued)

Functions Performed b_( the AutMwted Claims Collection Process
Claims Cllculatlon of CJ!culatlon of Deduction of Natntenance of Nilntenmce of IMtntenance of

Process Is Mount of Mount of Recouplent Mount Generitton of History of Htstor_ of CIIIll P_(lents Htstory of ClatlS

Autolated Overissuance IqiecoupMnt frOlll Issuance DemandLetters Case kttons gecoupe_nt Other P&)lBents Suspensions

Jurtsdlct I on (q3. 09) _q3.OS) (q3.07) (q3, 07} (q3.07) [q3. OB_ (03.08) (Q3.08) (Q3.08)

CoIorido Yes No Yes Yes No ldo No No No

Boulder Yes No No Yes No No No No No

Denver Yes No No 14o No No No No No

Gunntson-H?nsdale Yes No No Yes No No No #o No

* Ides4

Pueblo Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Connecticut Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No

t Ney Hivffn

* Tort tngton

DeIM_ Yes No Yes Yes No' No Yes No No

NewCastle Yes No OK Yes Yes No No No No

I Sussex No

Dlstrtctof ColumbtaI Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

FIorIda Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No

Oade Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No No

Polk Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

MM-gl a Yes Yesb Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
BIbi) Yes Yesb Yesc Yes Yesb Yes Yes Yes No

Colquttt Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No

Fu1ton Yes Yes Yes Yes Yesb Yes Yes Yes Yes

I_ldt son Yes Yes Yes Yes Yesb Yes Yes Yes No

* Peach

Guama No



TABLE A. 3 (continued)

Functions Performed b_f the AutoMted Clatm Collection Process

Clatis Calculation of Calculation of Oeductioe of Nafntenunce of #4tntmunol of IMintenance of

Process Is Mount of Mount of Recoupient Mount Ganoration of History of History of Clltls P_s History of Claim

AutoMted Overlssuance ReCOUl_Mnt fral Zssuaoco DemandLetters CaseActions Rocoupmmt Other Pa_ents Suspensions

3urtsdtctlon (Q3.CI9) (Q3_OS) {Q3.07} (q3.07} (0,3.07) (q3, 08_ (Q3.06) (03_0_) cq3.oS)

Havatt Yes No No Yes No No Yes Yes No

Honolulu Yes NO Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No

Naut No

Idiho NOf

Ada

* Bonneville

Canyon

* O_yhee

Shoshone

! I 1tnols Yes Ilo No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes

CookCo. (Mhland) Yes No No 14o Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

CookCo. (EnglmNod) Yes No Yes Yes Yes Latest only Yes Yes Yes

i_ Cook Co. (Garfield) Yes No No Yes Yes Latest only Yes Yes Yes
bo
L,o Cook Co. (S. Suburban) Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

_eene yes No No Yes Yes Latest only Yes Yes Yes

[ndtma Yes No 14o No No Latest only No No No

M_S 14o

Allen No

Hartun No

Scot t NO

k_yne Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

[ova yes No yes Yes Yes Latest only Yes Yes Yes

IM NO :

Webster No



TABLEA. 3 (continued)

Functions Performed b.v the AutMklted Claims Collection Process

Claims Calculation of CalculAtion of Oeductlon of Hlintenence of Hllntenmce of 14alntenanceof

Process IS Amountof Amountof RecoupeentMount Generation of History of Histor=v of Cl&les Pallents History of Clails

Automated Overtssulece Recoupeent from [SSMKe DemandLetters Case ktlons Recoupmmt Other Payments Suspensions

Jurisdiction iQ3. O9) (Q3.OS) iq3.07) iq3.07) (q3.O7) (Q3.O8) (Q3.O8) (Q3.O8) [q3. O8)

Kansas Yes No No Yes Yes Latest only Yes Yes Yes

Cherokee No

Frmkltn No

Llnn No

WtchIt a Yes No No No NO NO No NO No

Wyandotte Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Kentucky Yes NO No Yes NO NO No Yes Yes

Bell No

Carter No

Hart No

Jefferson No

Todd No

I_ Loul sIena Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yesr_
d_ Caddo Yes No Yes Yes No No No No No

Ltncoln No

Orleons No

St. Tammany No

TangIpahoa No

Mine Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No

Augusta Yes No No Yes NO NO No NO NO

Lev_ston Yes No No No No No _fes No No

Haryland Yes No No No NO No yes NO No

Al legany Yes NO Yes Yes No No No No 14o

8alt tmore City Yes NO No Yes NO No No No No

BaIt tlore County Yes No No Yes No No No NO No

Freder ick Yes NO No Yes No NO 14o No No

Nontgoiery Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No No



TABLEA. 3 (cmtfnued)

Functions Pe_fonled b.v the Automated Claies Collection Process

Cllfm Cllculatlon of Calculatfon of Daductfon of Naintendmce of #efntenance of Nafntenance of

Process Is Amountof Mount of Recoupmnt ABount Generation of Htstory of Htstor7 of Claim Plymnts History of Clatms

Autmated Overlssoance I_coUlxmnt from Issuance Oeund Letters Case _tIcms RecoulXmmt Other Payeents Suspensions

Jurisdiction (Q3.09) ............ (Q3.OS) ....... (q3.07) (q3.07) ((p.07) (q3.08) (Q3.0e) (q3. Oe) {q3.0B)

Rassachusetts Yes No Yes Yes Yesb No Yes Yes Yes

Helden Yes No No No Yesb No No No No

Nos11ndale No

Mtch1gan Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yesc

Berrten Yes NO Yes yes No No Yes Yes No

Branch Yes NO Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

ldlacowb YeS No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

St. Clatr ;Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes IX(

Idiyne Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No

#Jnnesota No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

C! ay Yes lie Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

i:_ Dakota yes No No No No No No No No
r_ Hennep_n Yes Ilo Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Ramsey Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Waseca Yes No No Yes Yes NO No NO NO

#fss tssfPpt Yes #o No No Yes No Yes DK Yesc

Attala , No

Htrids No

Lcv_des No

NadJson No

T!shol t riga Iio

Hi ssourl Yes NO No 14o Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Buchanan Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No

3ackson yes No Yes Yes Yes No No NO No

Lafayette Yes YeS No Yes _ Latest only Yes Yes Yes

Pert Is Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

St. Lou_s Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes



TASTE A.3 (continued)

Functions Performed by the _tMlated Clalns Collection Process

Clatls CJIculation of Calculation of Omductton of Hatntenance of giJntmmce of NiJntermnce of

Process Is J_K_nt of Al(xmt of Recouplent Alomlt Generat$on of History of Hlstor_ of Claies Pa_rlents History of ClatlS

Autolated Overlssuance Recoupient frol Issuioce DemandLetters Case Actluns Recouplent Other Pi)lk. nts Suspensluns

Jurisdiction (Q3.0g) (0,3.0S) .... (q3.07) (q3.072 (q3.07) {q3.08) (q3.08) (Q3.(_) (q3.(]e)

HOntanl Yes No No 14o Yes No Yes Yes Yes

Cascade No

Levts& Clark Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No

Nobreski Yesd No No Yes No No Yes Yes Yes

Grand is land Yes No No Yes No No No No No

Lexington No

LI ncol n Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Omaha Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes

Sevird Yes No No Yes No No Yesb No No

Nevada Yes NO Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Clark Yes NO Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

b_lshoe Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
I

r_
c_ NewIdmsh tre Yes No No No No No Yes No No

Dover No

Keene NO

NOv,lersey No

Burl tn(jr off NO

CMKle_ Yes NO Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Essex Yes NO Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Hudson No

Htddlesex No

NOvHexlco Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Dornal t 1lo Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No No

Ctbola Yes No No No Yesb No NO NONo



TALE: A. 3 (continued)

Functions Performed bx the Auto. ted Claim Collection Process
ClalilS Calculation of Calculation of OeductJon of gaJntenmce of NaJntenmce of Witntermnce of'

Pr_ess X$ Mount of Amountof RecoupmentAmount Generation of Htstor7 of Htsto_ of Clitm Payments History of Claims

.tutmlted Overissuance _co_qpment from issuance DemandLetters Case Acttons Recoulxient Other Pa34Bents Suspenslcms

3url sdtctlon (03.09) (Q3.0S) . (Q3.07) (03.07) (03.07) (qa.M) (Q3.08) (q3.m_ {q3.oe)

NewYork yesd No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes No

iiroome

Cortland Yes No Ho Yes No No No No No

Er le ¥4B Yes Yes Yes Yes NO No No No

b York City Yes Yes Yes yes No No Yes No Yes

* Onmdaga

North Caro]_na Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Craven ,, yes No Yes Yes Yes No No No No

ForSyth i Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Ha1t fax Wi NO #o Yes Yes NO Ilo No No

HajM_od _ Yes No Yes Yes · Yes No No NO No

Yancey Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes NO

I_ *North OMIcot&
Cass YES Yes Yes Yes No NO No NO No

rumons Yes Yes Yes yes NO NO mo NO No

Grmd Forts Yes Yes Yes yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Nountr&i.I JO

StutSman No

Ohio No

C_yahop No
I)elaware Yes No No Yes No Yes yes No No

Frank1tn Yes No Mo yes No No No NO No

#ahonlng YEns NO No Yes NO No Yes No No
Rtchland Iio

OklahoM Yes No Yes Yes NO No Yes Yes No
r

Carter ilo

Custer No



TAME A. 3 (continued)

Functions Performed by the AutMiated Clates Collection Process

Claims Calculation of Calculation of Deduction of Nalntenance of Naintenance of i4aintenance of

Process Is Mount of Amountof Recoupilent Amount Generation of History of Htstor_ of Claim Pa)qaents History of Claims

Autem&tnd Or. Issuance ReCOUlPment from Issuance DemandLetters Ca_e kttons Recoopment Other Pa)leents Suspens$ons

Jurt sdtct ton _q3.09) (0_.06) (03. 07} (q3. 07} (q3.07} (q3.Oe) _q3,08) lq3. Oe) (q3.09)

Oregon Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Albany Yes Yes No No No No No No Ho

Cottage Grove No

East Portland Yes No yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

SI)rtngfSeld No

West Eugene Yes NO Yes No No No No No No

Pemsylvmta Yes No No No Yes Latest only Yes Yes Yes

Lycolt ng Yes No OK Ok IN( No No No No

PhllMlelphia (Center) Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No No No

Philadelphia (Ogcetz) Yes No No No NO NO No No No

P'hll adeIiphta (West) Yes NO No #o NO NO No No No

Westmoreland No

,>
I_ Mode Island Yes No Yes Yes No Latest only Yes Yes No
aa Providence No

Idrvtck Yes No Yes Yes No No No NO No

South ceroli n4 Yes Yes Yes Yes NO Yes Yes Yes Yes

Dar1Ington Yes No No No NO Yes Yes Yes Yes

Georgeto_ Yes No No No NO Yes Yes Yes Yes

Newberry Yes No No No No No Yes Yes Yes

Orangeborg Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Rtchland Yes Yes No Yes No NO Yes Yes Yes

South Dakota Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Dannett Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Davlson Yes No Yes Yes NO Yes Yes Yes Yes

Tennessee No

Davldson Yes Yes No Yes NO Yes Yes Yes Yes

Solner Yesg No No No NO No No No No



TABLE&3 (continued)

Functions Perfomed b_ the Automated Claim Collection Process

Clatms _llculation of Calculation cdr Deduction of Halntendmce of Nifntenmce of Nafntendnce of

Process Is Mount of Mnunt of RecoupmentMount Generation of History of Htstor3I of ClIt m Pa_ilnts History of Clatns

Autontted Overlssumce Recouplent frou Issuance Oonmd Letters Case ktIofis Recnuplent Other Pa)qHmts Suspenstces

3urisdtctton (Q3.09) (Q3.06) (q3.07) (Q3.07) (_,07) (Q3.Ce) (Q3.08) (q3.08) (q3.(]e)

Texts Yes No Yes yes Yesc Latest only c Yes Yes Yes

* Noxar

DeHttt yes No yes Yes No Latest only Yes Yes Yes

"Horrts
Smith Yes No No No No No Yes Yes Yes

Tan-mt Yes No No Yes NO No No No No

Utah yes No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes

Region ZB Yes No YeSc Yesc No No Yes Yes Yes

Region 7A Yes No No No OK No No _ No

Vermont Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Hart ford yes No Yes Yes Yes YeS Yes Yes Yes

St. A1ham Yes No No No Yesc Yes Yes Yes Yes

I_ Virg t nt a Yes No #o No No Yes Yes Yes Yes_D
Charlotte No

Hampton lC Yes NO No yes No NO No No No

Norfolk lC Ilo

, Portsmouth

Pulaski No

Virgin I s lan,,dr,it Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes NO No No No

MashtngtQn Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

knton fro

King-Rainier , yes No Yes Yes NO No No No No

Pterce No

Spokane lo

Vancouver No



TABLEA. 3 (continued)

Functions Performed bI the AutoMted C141esCollection Process
Claims Calculation of Calculation of Deduction of #aintonmce of #alnttqtonce of IMtntenance of

Process Is Amg_ntof MOUnt of RecoupMnt /Lmoont Generation of History of Hlstor_ of Cleles Pilments History of Claims

&utwoted Overtssuance Recoupmeot fr r- issuance DomaudLetters Case /_ttons Rncou_t Other h)_mts _spenslons

_urtsd ictlon (Q3.09) (IP.OS) (q3.07) (q3.O?) (Q3.07) (Q3.08) (Cp.08) (q3. OB) (q3.QB)

West Virginia Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes NO NO

Deckley Yes NO No Yes No No No No NO

Charleston Yes No No Yes No NO No No No

_tsconsln Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes

Bayf teld Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Douglas No

HI lvaukee Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Latest only Yes Yes Yes

Rock Yes NO Yes Yes NO NO No No No

Sauk Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

klyoelng Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes

Carbon Yes No No Yes No No No NO No

Crook yesh No No No No No No No NO

I_ Fremont No
_o
o Natrooa No

Perk No

*State or local FSA refused Interview.

BK Informetlon was not available at time of Interview.

aThe District of Columbia, Guamand the Virgin Islands were not Included In the local FSA survey because most claims collection activities ere centralized In the state-level FSA.

bThe response is posit?ye for nonfraud ovtrIssuances and/or clatas only.

CThe response Is positive for fraud (or suspected fraud) overissuances and/or claims only.

dThe autoBated claims collection systel does not cover the entire state.

eLast 3 letters only.

fldoho installed a new computer systme in NovemberIgc6 that may Include someelates collection coN)onests.

gAutomatton is !trotted to the caseworker entering potential claims Into a computer Itnk-up vlth the regional office _here the cases are Investigated and established.

hAutomation is 1trolled to selected tracktn9 functions.



TABLEA. 4

THEUSEOF SUNNARYANDSTATUSREPORTSIN THEA014INISTRATIONOF TH[ CLAINSCOLLECTIONPROCESS.

BY STATEMD LOCALFSA

Product ion

Frequency utth Routine Reports of at Least

Routine Uhich Host of _meril Routtne Reports on the Status of _nerll One Set of

Sugary I_uttne Surety the Sumary Distribution on the Status of !mltvtdual Cases Otstrlbutlo_ Status

Iblmrt$ Reports Prepared, Reports Are of _,mu-y [mltvtd_ktl Cases Prepared, by of Status Reports Is

Are Prq_recl by Stage of Process Prel_red Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports Automated

3urisdtction (Q2. GO) ¢q2.0!) ((_.01) , (Q2,01) (Q3.14) (Q3. IS) (Q3, IS] (Q3. IS)

Alabma Yes R,E,C,D,S H AL,AS.CS Yes R,E,O AL,AS,Ct. Yes

Btbb Ne;. No
Eto_ b No

Frimklin ilo No

Nobile Yes £.C H CL No

Norgm Yes C N CL No

A1aska Yes X,C,O,S N AS.CS Yes Rb .E. DC CS.FS Yes

Anchorage-NuIdoon to No
Ketchikan _* No

I1_ Arizona Yes R,I,[,C,S # AL.AS.CL,CS Yes R,EoD AS,CS YesLo
HarlcoDi ** lto

NaviJo "* Yes R AL Yes

Arkansas Yes R,I,E,C,O,$ H AL,AS,CS,F$ Yes RoE,D CS.FS Yes

C1ay *'" NO

Phil lips e* No

K;I! ifornla

Los Angeles Yes E,C,O,$ Q FL,CL No

San Bernardlno Yes R, I.E.C.O N CL No

SanJoaqutn No No
* SOI)Olia

* Yolo



TABLEA.4 (continued)

Product ion

FreclPuencywith Routine Reports of at Lelst

goutlne ghtCh NoSt of General Routtne Reports on the Status of _neril OneSet of

Summary Routtne Sumary the Sweaty Distribution on the Status of indlvtdmil Cases Distribution Status

Reports _ports Prepired. Reports Are of Summary Individual Cases Prepared, by of Status Reports Is

Are Prel)idred by $tlge of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stase of Process Reports Automated

_rt sdtct ion (q2. 00) (q2. Ol) (CF.Ol) ((F.01) (q3.14) (q3. IS) {Q3.15) (q3. IS)

CoIorado Yes C N AS,CL No

Boulder Yes R, I .[.C.S )4 Cl. Ko

Denver Yes R,I,E,C,S N CL No

GunnIson-H!nsdal e No No

* 14esa

Pueblo Yes E,C,S N CL,AL No

Connecticut Yes R.E,C N AL.AS Yes E.D AL,AS No

* NewHaven

* TorTtngtm

Dela_dare Yes E,C 14 AS No

Castle e, No

I_ Sussex ** No

r*,.)

District of Columbiaa Yes R.Z.E.C.D.S Id AS.CS.FS No

Florida Yes Rb.lb. Eb.c.o.s Id AS.CD.FO Yes E.O CO Yes

Dade _ Yes R.E.O CL Yes

Polk ** Yes R,E,O Cl. No

Georgia Yes R,X,E,C N AL.AS No

61_ Yes E.C,D,S Id CL,)iL Yes E,O Cl. Yes

Colquttt Yes RL),Ib.E,C N CL,AL No

Fulton Yes E,C,S N CL.AL No

IMdtson No No

* Peach

Guama Yes n.Z.E.C.O.S q CS,FS No



TABLEA. 4 (continued)

Product Ion

Frequency utth Routtne Reports of at Least

R04Jtioo Idhlcb Host of General Routine Reports on the Status of General OneSet of

Sulliry Routine Summdry the Statuary Distribution on the Status of Individual Cases Distribution Status

Reports Reports Prepared. Reports Are of Sumary IMIvidmli Cases prepared, by of Status Reports Is

Are Plfiq)ired by Stage of Pr_ess Prepared Reports Prepaid Stage of Process Jiuorts Automated

Jurtsdtctt`m (Q2.OO) (q2.O!) (q2.01} (q_.Ol) {q3.14) (03. t5) (Q3.IS) , ,. [q3_15}

I_tt Yes Z.[.C # AS,F$ Yes Rb.Eb,Db FS Yes

Honolulu ** No
** NoHeut

ldabo ,mo No

d, Ada

* Bonneville

* Cisny(m

* _ee

* Shoshone

i_ Illinois Yes R,I,E,C,D.S II CS,FS No
4_J Cook Co. (Ashtmd) Yes R,I H AL NoL;.)

Cook CO. (Englevood) No No

Cook Co. (Glffteld) Yes n,l M AL No

Cook C_ (.% Suburban) yes ! N AL,AD No

Greene No No

lndJ,mi Yes R,I,E,C,D H,q AS Yes D AS No

Mans Yes C H AS No

A!len Yes il, I,E,C.O.S N Ct,AS Yes R,E.O (/,As No

Iklrlon I YES R,l,tr,C N CL,;M.,AS Yes E AS No

., Scott _ No No

Wayne Yes I b ,E,C,O,S H CL,CS No

low yes £. C,D.S Id AL,AS.CS Yes £ .O CS Yes

Iowa ** No

Webster _ No



TAmE A.4 (cofittnued)

Product ion

Frequency with Rootine Reports of at Least

Routine Which Nost of General Routtne Reports on the Status of General One Set of

Somary Reuttne Sumary the Sary Distribution on the Status of [ndlvldeal Cases Distribution Status

Reports Reports Prepared, Reports Are of Sumary Individual Cases Prepared, by of Status Reports Is

Are Prepared by Stage of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports Automated

Jut1sdicti off {q2. CIO) {q2. 01) (_.01] {q2.0l) (Q3.14) (Q3.IS) (03. IS) (Q3.15)

Kansas Yes E,CoD.S )4 AD,AS Yes E.O AL,AD,AS Yes

Cherokee No No

Frimklin NO No

Lfnn NO Yes E AL No

Wtchlta Yes [.C N CL.AL No

Wyandotte Yes R, [,EoCoD H CL.AL.FS Yes E.0 AL,FL Yes

Kentucky Yes R.I.E,C,D N AS,CS Yes R.E CS No

Be11 Yes R,E,C,O H CL.AL.CS Yes R,[ AL.CS No

Carter Yes R.E.C H CD,CS Yes R,E CO.CS No

Hart Yes R.I.E,C H CL.CS Yes R.E CS No

Jefferson Yes R.E.C,D N AL.FL No

Todd NO Yes R,E CO.CS No

·L'- Loutsimi Yes E,C,O,S N CS,FS Yes R,E,D CSoFS Yes

Caddo NO No

Lincoln No No

Orleans NO No

St. Tamany No No

Tangtpahoa Yes R. i 14 AL No

Ida1ne No No

Augusta No No

Lewlston Yes R.[,E,D,S 14 CL,AL Yes E AL No

iklryland NO No No

A1legany NO No

Belt imore Ctty Yes C 14 AL No

Balt 1more County Yes R,I,C i4 AL No

Frederick Yes E,C 14 CL Yes O AL No

Nontguaery Yes R,[.E,C,D.S N AS No



TABLE/L4 (centtnued)

Productton

Frequency with Routine Reports of at Least

Routine Which Host of General Routine Reports on the Status of General OneSet of

Summary Routine SUIllary the Summery Distribution on the Status of ]adtvtdual Cases Distribution Status

Reports Reports Prepared. Reports Are of Summary [ndividuil Cases Prepared. by of Status Reports Is

_e Prepared by Stage of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports Autaiated

Jurisdiction (q2. 00) (qZ. OlJ (qz.ol) ....... (q2.Ol} (q3. ]4] (0.3. IS) lQ3, IS) (0,3.IS)

Nassachusetts No Yes R,E AL,AS,CS Yes

Halden No No

ROsltnda)e No No

Hichlgen Yelr II,C,D,S N AL,AS,CL,CS,FL,FS Yes E,O _,AS,CL,CS,FL,FS Yes

6err ten Yes R. ! b,E ,C,D,S N AL,FS No

Branch No No

Naccib No No

St. Clatr No No

Wayne Yes C,O,S # CL,AL Yes [ ,D CL,AS Yes

#tnnesota Yes E,D,S N AL,AS Yes E,D AL Yes

C1_ YeS C H AL Yes RC,E,D (1 No

i_ hkota NO No
_o Henneptn Yes R,E,C, S N AL Yes E,O AL Yes_q

Ramsey RO, Yes E,D C1 Yes

I&lseca No No

Nlsstsstppl Yes 1,E,C,D,S N ALo_),AS,FS No

Attala Ilo No

Htads No No

LoMldeS _NO NO

NOdlson NO No

Tishemtngo I(o No

HI ssouri Yes R, 1,E,C,D,S N AL,FO Yes R,E,O AL,FO Yes

Buchanan Yes ] X AL Iio

3achson No No

Lafayette Yes ! H CL,AL No

Pettls No No

St. Louts Yes R. [ N AL No



TABLE& 4 (continued)

Product ton

Frequency with Routine Reports of at Least

Routine Whtch Host of General Routine Reports on the Status of General OneSet of

SkJ_ary Nouttne Sumaary the Siry 0tstrfbution on the Status of Indlvld_lil Cases Ofstrtbotton Status

Reports Reports Prepared. Reports Are of Sulmary individual Cases Prelxlred, by of Status Reports [s

Are Pre_J'ed by Stage of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports Automated

Jut1 sdlctl o_ ((J2.00} (q2.Ol) ((J2.0l) ((JZ.OI} (0cl.14} ((J3.IS) (q3. 15) (03.16)

Hont aha Yes [oC.D.S N AL°CS Yes [ .0 AL Yes

cascade No No

Lewts& Clark No No

Nebraska Yes R, [ ,C,0,S H AL,AS Yes R.[ ,O AL.AS Yes

Grand Is land NO No

Lexlngto n NO No

L1nco1n No No

Omaha Yes C N AL Yes R,E.D CL Yes

Sewrd NO No

Nevada No Yes [ CL.CS Yes

C1ark '_ No

T iklshoe '* Yes E.O CL Yes

O_
New Hampshire Yes R, ].E.C,O N AS.CS,FS No

Dover ** No

Keene fi No

Jersey Yes C H AS,CL Yes R,E,D AS,CL Yes

Burl tngton Yes R, I ° E.C.O.S H CL.CS,OLf No

Camden Yes R°!, Eb,C,s H CL.FL,AL No

Essex Yes R, I,Eb,c,D.S N AL°AS No

HUdson Yes C N AS No

H! cidlesex Yes l. Eb .C.S N AL Yes E AS No

NewNexlco Yes R,E,C N AL,AS,CS Yes R,E AS,CL Yes

Bernal t 1lo No No

Clbola Ho No



TABLEA. 4 (continued)

Product Ion

Frequency with Routine Reports of at Least

Roattne Idhlch Nest of General Reettne Reports on the Status of General OneSet of

Sumary Routine Summary the Summry Distribution on the States of lnclfvfdual Cases Dlstrt_dtfoa Status

Reports Reports Prepared, Reports Are of Summary Individual Cases Prepared, by of Status Reports Is

Are Prepared by Stage of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports Automated

Jurisdiction (q2.00) {q2.Ol) (q2.0i) (_.Ol) (0.3.14) (03.IS) (q3.IS] (Q3_!S)

York Yes C.D,S N AL,AS,CL,CS.FL No

*Brooae

Cart 1and Yes R, !, E,C N AO No

Erie Yes E,C N CL,AL Yes E CL No

NewYork C_ty Yes R, I,E,C,O,S N CL,AL Yes E,D CL Yes

* Ouoedoga

! il

North Carolina . Yes E,C,S N AL,AS No

Craven Yes R,C,O N AL No

Forsyth Yes I,Eb,c,S 14 FL,AL No

Ha11fax Yes R,1, E.C,0, S H CL,AL Yes E.O CL,AL No

Ha)qmod No No

:_ Yancey No No
I

L_
_l *North Dakota

Cass No No

Emtons No Yes R.E,D RS No

Grand Forks Yes C # AL.AS Yes R,E,D AS Yes

NountraJ 1 Ilo Yes R,E AS Yes

Stutsman Re No

Ohio lib Yes R,E,O AS Yes

CuyahOgi Yes E,C,O,$ N eL,AL No

DeJlwre Yes C,S 0 AS Yes E AL.AS No

Frank1tn Yes R, 1,C,S N CL.AL Yes R.E,D CL,AL No

NahonJng Yes [,S q FL,AO,AS No

Richland No No



TABLEA. 4 (continued)

ProductIon

Frequency with Roet(ne Reports of at Least

Routine WhichNost of General Roettne Reports on the Status of General One Set of

Salary Routine Sumary the Smeary Distribution on the Status of Individual Cases Oistril_tion Status

Reports Reports Prepared. Reports Are of Summary lodtvidual Cases Prepared, by of Status Reports Is

Are Prepared by Stage of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports Automated

Jurt sd ict I on (02.00) (q2.01) (_. 01) {0,2.01) (q3.14) (q3. _S) (q3.15) LO_.t S)

OklahoM Yes R,I,E,C,S N CS,FS No

Carter _ No

Custer _ No

Oregon Yes R.E.C,D.S N AL,AO.CS Yes R,E,D AL.AO.AS.CS Yes

Albiny No No

Cottage Grove No No

East Portlmd Yes R,I N AL No

Springfield No No

West Eugene No No

Penesylvmia Yes R.C H CL.CS No

:3> Lycolll ng Yes ! H AL No
I Phlledel_ta (Center) No No

oo Philadelphia (Ogontz) No No

Philadelphia (West) No No

Westmoreland No No

Rhode Is !and Yes R. I b .E.C.O N CS No

Providence ** No

Warvtck _ No

South Carol1na Yes R,I,E,C,D,S N AL,AS Yes R,E,D AL,AS OK

Oarl tngton Yes R,I.E,C.O.S N CL No

Georgetown Yes R, I.E.C,D.S N CL.AL Yes E,O CL Yes

Newberry Yes R,E,C,D,S N CL,AL Yes R,E,O CL,AL Yes

Oraegeburg No No

Rtchland Yes R.I.E.C.O,S N CL.AS Yes R.E.D CL.AL Yes



TABLE/L 4 (cc_tinued)

Production

Frequency vith Routt_ Rell_X'ts of at Least

RoutiBe Which Nost of Gmeral Routlhe Reports on the Status of General One Set of

Sllllliry RoutSae Sumary the S.llaary Distribution on the Status of individual Cases Dlstributtofi Status

Reparts Reports Prepared. Reports Are of Summary ledtvtdua! Cases Prepared. by of Status Reports Zs

Are Prepared by Stage of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports AutoliKed

,lurtsdtctton (Q2,0O) (Q2,Or) .. (q2.01} ((J2.Ol) (03.14) (Q3.1S) ... Lq3.IS) (Q3.1$)

South Dakota Yes E,C,D,S N AL,AD,CD,CS Yes R,E CD,CS Yes

6emett _ No

Day1son ee Iio

Tennessee No No

Oavtdsm No No

Sumner Ila: No

Texas J_ YeS II, lr.Eb.C.O,S 14 AO,AS Yes [.O b AS.CO.FS Yes

* Rex41r

I]Wtdltt _ _ Yimi: R, [.E,C,O,S N Rof. Yes R,E.D AL No

* I_lrr ts

Smith lb No

Tarrant No No
L,a
_D

Utah Yes R,[,E,C,D,S N CL,CS Yes R,E CL,CS Yes

Regto, ge ** Ilo

Regton7A ** No

Ver_nt Yes R.E,C.D,S 14 AL,AS Yes It,E ,O _ ,AS Ho

Hertford ** Yes R,E,D M Yes

St. Aibans _ No

Vt rtjtnta YeS E,C,S N AL Yes E AL Yes

C_erlotte Yes Rb,Ib, E,C'D,_5 N FL,AS,FS,OLe Yes R,E,P AL,AS No

HamptonlC lb No

Norfolk lC Yes II.I.EoC.O.S b N FL,CL,AS No

* Portsmouth

Pulaski #o Yes R,E,D AL,FL No



TABLEA. 4 (cofitlnued)

Product ton

Frequency ulth Ro_tJne Reports of at Least

Routine tdhqch Nust of General Routine Reports on the Status of General One Set of

5umary Routine Sumary the Sugary Distribution on the Status of Individual Cases Distribution Status

Reports Roport$ Prepared. Reports Are of Summary Individual Cases Prepared. by of Status Reports Is

Are Prepared by Stage of Process Prepared Reports Prepared Stage of Process Reports Automated

_rlsdlctloo (qz. oO) (OZ.Ol) (0_.01) (02.01) (q3.14) (q3.15) _q3. 1S) (q3.16)

Vtrgtn lsJmds a No Yes E,D CO Yes

Idashin#ton Yes I,E,C,S N AS,CS,FS No
Benton No No

Ktrig-Rat nt er Yes R,I,E 14 CS No

Pierce Yesb R,I,E N AL.AD,AS No

Spokane No No

Vancouver No Yes [ CL No

West Virginia Yes R,I,E,C,D N AD,CS No

i_ Reck1 ** Noey

.c- Charleston _ NoO

Uisconst n No No

Ba_leld No No

Douglas Yes C,D iq AL No

t41lvaukee Yes R,I ,E # CL,AL Yes R,E,O AL Yes

Rock Yes R,l oE.C,D,S N AL, Cl-,0Ld Yes R,E,O AL,CL Yes

Sam Yes R,E,C,S H CLoAL.AS Yes R,E,O M _S Yes

b'yomI n# Yes E,C I AL Yes E.0 AL Yes

carbon Yes R,C.S N AL #o

Crook No No

Freemont No No

Natrona No Ho

Park No Yes R,[ .O AL No



TABLEA. 4 (cOntinued)

*State or 1ocli FSA refused interview.

*'Thts sertes Qf questions waSnot asked tn the interviews with local FSAs tn states where the clatms process ts predolt_ntly state-operated.

OKThe information vas not available at the time of the interview.

lief, ResponUmt refused to insMer question,

IC[YS: Stage of I¥ocess Frequency: Dtstrtbuti_: Stage of Process

for Sueiry _ts: R · Reftq'ral H · At least monthly A ' Agency for $titns Reports:

I · investigatiOn Q · Quarterly C · Clalma/Collectton Untt R - llmferral

E · Establishment ! · Irregularly F · Fraud/investigation Untt [ · [stablisMent

C . Collections 0 - Other D · Delinquent Claims

O · OelimlUOnt Clatma

S - SuspenSion/To.athalon
For each of the above,

code vikethe' It iS:

L - Local/County

O · District/Region

S · State

i_ aThe District of Coluabli, Grim and the Virgin [sllmds were not included In the local FSAsurvey because most claims collection activities are centralized in the state-

_-_ level FSA.

bFraud (or suspected fraud) cases only.

CNonfraud clses only,

clLocal sheriff's office.

eCmmonvealth ittorne_'s office.

fBorllngton Co, iN3) #elfare eoird Iclministrltors.



TABLEA. 5

STAFFTRAINING,AVAILABILITYOFMANUALS,Afro THEUSEOF

TIME LIMITS IN THE CLAIMSCOLLECTIONPROCESS,BYSTATEANDLOCALFSA

Extentof Written

Training Manual Established

Training in Claims on Claims Time Established

in Claims Processes Process Limitsfor TimeLimits

Collection and Emphasisof Available Processing by Stage

Process Procedures Training to Staff Claims of Process

Jurisdiction (Q2.02) (qz.o3) (q_.04) (q2.0s) (qz.oT) (q;.07)

A1abama Yes R,T R Yes No

Bibb No Yes Yes R

Etowah No Yes NO

Franklin Yes N,R,T P,D,I,C,R Yes Yes R,I,E,C

gobi le Yes N I ,C,R Yes No

Morgan Yes N,T O Yes Yes I, E,C

Alaska No Yes Yes Rc,E

Anchorage-Mu1doon **

Ketchikan **

Ari zona No No Yes R,I

Haricopa **

gavaJo **

Arkansas Yes N,R,T O Yes Yes R.I,EC,c b

Clay **

Phi I I lps **

*Cmltfornia

Los Angeles Yes N,T C Yes Yes Ec,C

San Bernardino Yes R,T P,D,I,C,R Yes No

San Joaqutn Yes N,R,T P,R Yes No

t S_oma

* Yolo

Colorado Yes N,T D, ! Yes No

Boulder Yes N,T C Yes Yes ! ,E,C

Denver Yes N,R,T P,O, I,C,R Yes No

Gunntson-Htnsdale Yes R P Yes No

* Mesa

Pueblo Yes N,R,T P,D,X,C,R Yes No

Connecticut Yes N,R,T O Yes No
* MewHaven

* Torrington

Oelmeare Yes N,T O,R Yes No

Ney Castle **

SUSSEX **
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TABLEA.5 (continued)

Extent of Written

Training Man-a) Established

Tralni_j in Clafms on Claims Time Established

In Claims Processes procmss Limitsfor TimeLimits

Collection amd Emphasis of Available Processing by Stage

Process Procedures Training to Staff Claims of Process

Jurisdiction (q2.0Z) ((2;).03) (Q2.O4) {QZ.OS) (qz.07) (q2.07)

District of ColuBbtaa Yes N.R.T D.C.R Yes No

Florida Yes M,T Varies d Yes Yes R. I ,Ec

Dade **

Polk t,

Georgia Yes N,R,T D Yes Yes E

81bb Yes N.R,T P.D.C.R Yes Yes EC.cc

Colquitt Yes #.R.T P.D.C,R Yes Yes R,IC.EC,Cc

Fulton Yes R.T C Yes Yes R,IC,Ec
Madison Yes g ,R.T P,O0I.CoR Yes No

* Peach

a
Guam Yes N,R,T D Yes Yes R

HawaiI Yes N.R.T I,R Yes No

Honolulu **

Maul **

Idaho Yes N,T C Yes Yes E,C

* Ada

* Bonneville

' Canyon

* Owyhee

* Shoshone

I11inois Yes N,R,T D Yes Yes R,Z,E,C

CookCo. (Ashland) Yes M,R,T O,[ Yes Yes E

Cook Co. (Engleyood) Yes N,R,T P,D,I,C,R Yes Yes I

Cook Co. (Gurfteld) Yes N,R,T D,I,C,R Yes Yes I

Cook Co. iS. Suburban) Yes N,R,T C,R Yes Yes R

Greene Yes M,R,l D,C Yes Yes I

I ndl ina No Yes No
c

Adams Yes R,T P.D,C Yes Yes R

Al len Yes R C,R Yes No

Nario_ Yes N,T D, I ,C,R Yes Yes R, I,E

Scott Yes M,T R,D, I,C Yes No

Wayne Mo Yes Yes R,E,C

Iowa Yes #,R,T R Yes No

Iowa **

Webster **
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TABLEA.5 (continued)

Extent of Nrtt%en

Tritntng k_mull Estlbl lshed

Training in C]afm on Cllims TfBe Established

tn Clatms Processes Process Ltntts for Time Limits

Collection and E,q_asit of Avltlable Processing by Stage

Process Procedures Tri_n_r_ to Stiff C]l_ts of Process

3urtsdtctlon (QZ.02) (.Q2.03) (Q2.04) (Q2.0S) (QZ.OT) . (Q2.07)

Kansu Yes T ! Yes No

Cherokee Yes N,R,T P,O,C,R Yes No

Franklln Yes N,T P Yes Yes X.E

Linn Yes N,R,T P,D.X,C,R Yes Yes X.E

Wtchtta Yes N,R.T P,O, I ,C,R Yes Nd)

WyL_dotte Yes N,R,T P,D.C,R Yes No

Kentucky Yes #,T P.D Y_ Yes R,I,E

6ell Yes N,R,T D,X,R Yes Yes R,Z,E,C

Carter Yes R,T P,D,I,C,R Yes Yes R,I,E,C

Hart Yes N,R,T P,D.Z,C.R Yes Yes R.Z,E

Jeffers_ Yes R,T PoD,Z,C Yes Yes R.Z.E

Todd Yes N.R.T P,D, ! ,C,R Yes Yes R, X.E

Louisiana Yes N.T R Yes Yes R,E,C

Caddo Yes N,R,T P.D,Z,C,R Yes Yes R

Lincoln No Yes Yes R,!

Orleans Yes R.T P,D,I,C,R No Yes R,I

St. Tammany Yes N,R,T P,O,R Yes Yes R,I

Tingt pahoa No Yes Yes R, [

Natne Yes N.R.T O.C Yes No

Augusta Yes N,R,T PoD,I,C,R Yes No

Levtston Yes N.R.T P,D,T.C.R Yes No

Narytand Yes N.R. T R Yes Yes !, E

AIlelany Yes N,R,T P,D.Z,C,R Yes Yes R,Z,E,C

Baltimore Ctty Yes N,R,T C,R Yes No

9alttlore County Yes N,T R Yes NO

Frederick Yes N,T P.O,!.C Yes Yes C

)lo_tgoeery Yes N,T C Yes NO

Nissachusetts Yes N,T n Ne Yes Rb' zb.Eb'cc
_llden Yes N,T P.O,C Yes Yes ]

Rosltndale Yes N,R.T C Yes No

NtchIgln Yes N,R,T D Yes No

!ler_ten No Yes No

Branch Yes R,T P,O,%,C Yes Ne

g&comb No Yes Yes E.C

St. Cltir Yes T R Yes No

k_yne Yes A P,D,C Yes Yes R. Z.£
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TAJ_E A. 5 (continued)

[xtefit of ktrtttefi

Training Manual Established

Training in Cllies on Claim Time Established

tn Clates Processes P_ocess Limits for Time Limits

Collection and Emphasis of Available I¥ocesstng by St_Je

Process Procedures Tratnlng to Staff Claim of I_cH:ess

Jurisdiction (Q2.02) (Q2.03) (Q2.04) (Q2.0S) (Q2.07) (q2.07)

Nfnnesota Yes N,R.T R Yes No

Clay Yes N.R.T P,D Yes No

Dakota Yes N.R.T PeD,Z,C,R Yes No

Henfieofn Yes N,R,T 0 Yes No

Kinsey Yes N,T O,C Yes No

kMseca Yes N.R.T P.O Yes NO

Ntsslsstppt Yes N,R,T R Yes No

Attala NO Yes Yes R

Htnds Yes R,T Z,C Yes Yes R,I,E

Lo_ndes Yes N,R,T P,D,C,R. Yes Yes I

Hadtscm YeS N,R,T P,D,I,R Yes Yes I

Ttshmmtngo Yes N,RoT P,D,X.C,R Yes No

Ntssourt Yes N.T O Yes Yes R,X,E.C

6uchanan Yes R.T P.R Yes 14o

Jackson Yes N,T D Yes No

Lafayette Yes N,T P,I,C,R Yes No

Pettts Yes R,T O Yes No

St, Lc_JtS Yes N,R,T P,O,I,C,R Yes No

#ontana No Yes No

Cascade NO Yes No

Levis & Clark Yes N,R,T P Yes Yes [

Nebraska No Yes No

Grand Island Yes N,R.T P,C Yes Yes R

Lexington No Yes No

Lincoln Yes N,R,T P,I,C,R Yes Yes R.I,E,C

Omaha Yes N.T P.D.C.R Yes Yes C
c

Sevard No Yes Yes C

Nevada Yes N,R,T O Yes Yes R,I,E

Clark *'

Washoe '*

Nov HMpshir_e Yes N.R,T [,R Yes No

Dover e,

Keene e_
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TABLEA. S (continued)

Extent of Written

TreJnJn9 Nenuil Estibl fshed

Training tn ClaJES on Clates Time Established
tn Cleles Processes Process Ltotts for Hie Limits

Colllctton and Emphesls of Avlt1161e Processing by Stage

Process Procedm-es Trothing to Stiff Clales of Process

JurtsdlctSoe (q2.02) {q2,03) (02,04) (QZ.OS) (Q2.07) (Q2.07)

Ney Jersey Yes N,R.T R Yes No

i_rl Ington Yes R,T R No No

Camden Yes N.R,T P,O,X.C,R Yes No

Essex Yes #,R,T Z Yes ldo

Hudson NO Yes No

Nlddlesex Yes N,T ] ,C,R Yes Yes z

Ney Nextco Yes N,T D,Z Yes No

Berna1111o Yes N P,D,I,C,R Yes Yes R,Z,E

Ctboll NO Yes Yes R,E

NewYork Yes N,T D,R YES NO

* Broone

Cort I and Yes N,T P,O Yes No

Erie Yes N,T O,Z.C.R Yes No c
NOv York City Yes N,R.T P,O,Z.C Yes Yes R,E

* Onondaga

North Carolina Yes N.R.T D,C Yet No

Craven Yes N,R,T O,C,R Yes No

Forsyth Yes N,R,T I Yes Yes I
c

HUlif ax Yes N,R,T O Yes Yes %

Haywood Yes R,T R Yes No

Yancey Yes N.R.T P,O Yes No

*North Dakota

Cass Yes N,R,T D,C Yes NO

Emons No Yes No

Grand Forks Yes N,R,T PoD,].C,R Yes Ne

!dountrit I YES N,R,T C,R Yes YES X,E,C
$tutsman No Yes NO

d
Ohto Yes N,R,T Vertes Yes Ne

Cuyahogi Yes ,.R.T = n Yes No
OelMre NE NE NE

Frenklln Yes R,R,T 1r,C,R Yes No

Nahonin9 Yes N,R,T I,R Yes No

Rtchllnd Yes I!:tR,T Z,C Yes No

Oklahoma YES N,R,T P,O YES NO

Carter _*

Custer **
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TABLEA.S (continued)

Extentof Written

Training Nenual Established

Training in Claims on Claims Time Established

in Claims Processes Process Limitsfor TimeLimits

Collection and Emphasis of Available Processing by Stage

Process Procedures Training to Staff Claim of Process

Jurisdiction (q2.0Z) (q2.03) (q2.04) (Q2._) (O_.O7) (Q2.0T)

Oregon Yes N,T O.I,C Yes Yes R.I.C

Albany Yes R,T C Yes No

Cottage Grove Yes R,T I,R Yes Yes R,I

East Portlancl Yes N,R,T P,D,C,R Yes Yes R,%

Springfield Yes N,T P,D.Z,R Yes Yes R.I,E

West Eugene Yes N.R.T P,O,C Yes No

Pennsylvania Yes N,T I,R Yes No

Lycoeing Yes N,R,T P,O,I,C,R Yes Yes I

Philadelphia (Center) Yes N,R,T P,O,I,C,R Yes Yes R,I

Philadelphia (Ogontz) Yes N,R,T C Yes Yes l

P_tladelphta (West) Yes N,R,T P,O,I,C,R Yes Yes l

Westmoreland Yes N,R,T P,D,I,C,R Yes Yes I

Rhode Island Yes N,T D,R Yes No

Providence **

Warwick **

d
South Carolina Yes N,R,T Varies Yes Yes R,I,E,C

Oarltngton Yes R,T I,C,R Yes Yes E,C

Georgetown Yes M,R,T P,O,I,C,R Yes Yes R,I,E,C

Newberry Yes R,T P,D,I,C Yes NO

Orangeburg Yes N,R,T P,O,I,C,R Yes Yes I,E,C

Richland Yes N,R,T I,C,R Yes No

South Oakota Yes N,R,T I,C Yes Yes R,E,C

Bennett ee

Oavtson **

Tennessee Yes N,R.T O Yes Yes I,E,C

Oavidson Yes N,R,T O,I,R Yes Yes E,C

Sumner Yes N,R,T D,CoR Yes Yes I,C

d b
Texas Yes N.T Varies Yes Yes E

* kxar
ccc

OeWitt Yes N,R,T P.D,C Yes Yes R,I .E .C

* Harris

Smith Yes R C Yes No

Tarrent Yes N,T P Yes Yes R,C
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TA_.E A.S (ccmtlnued)

Extent of Written

Training Nenual Estabt ished

Training tn Clates on Clates Ttme Established

tn Clails ProceSses Process Limits for Tim Limits

Collection and Emphasis of Available Pr_cesstng by Stage

Process Procedures Training to Staff Clates of Process

Jurisdiction , , (qZ.02) (q2.03) (qz.04) {q2.05) (q2.07) (q2.07)

Utah Yes #,R,T C,R No No

RngiOn 28 **

Rngton ?A **

VerlOfit Yes N,R,T D,R Yes Yes Z,E
Hartford '*

St, Albans **

d
Virginta Yes N,T Varies Yes No

Charlotte Yes N.R,T P.D. !.C.R Yes No

Hampton ]C Yes N.R.T P,D,Z,C,R Yes No

Norfolk 1C Yes N.R.T P.D.Z.C.R Yes No

* Portsmouth

Pulaskt Yes N,R.T P.D.[,C,R Yes Ho

a
Virgin ]slands Yes I(,R,T C.R No Ho

IMshington Yes N,R,T O,R Yes Yes E,C

Bento_ Yes T O,C,R Yes Yes !

King-Rainier Yes N,R,T P,O,C,R Yes Ho

Ptarca Yes N,R,T O,I ,C,R Yes Yes R,!, E

Spokane Yes N,R.T C,R Yes Yes R,Z.E

Vancouver No Yes Yes R,!,E

Mast Vlr_jlnt& Yes N,R.T R Yes HO

Becklay **

Charleston **

Utscons t n HO Yes Ho

6ayfleld Yes N.R.T P,D.Z,C,R Yes Yes E

Oougles Yes N,R,T P,O,Z,C,R Yes Yes R,Z,EwC

NJluaukee Yes N,R,T P,D,!,C,R Yes No

Rock Yes N,T D,C.R Yes No

Sauk Yes N.R,T P,C,R Yes Yes E

Wyoming Yes N.T P,C Yes Yes Z,E

Carbon Yes N,T P.C,R Yes Yes R,Z,E

Crook Yes N,T P,C Yes Yes R.%.E,C

Fre_aont Yes R C Yes No

Natrona No Yes Yes R,I.E

Park Yes N P,O,Z,C,R Yes Yes R.Z.E,C
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TABLE A. 5 (continued)

*State or local F_ refused Interview.

t*Thts question wes not asked in the tntervievs with local F_ respom_ents in states Sere the claias process is

pred_inantly state-_reted.

KEYS: Extent of Training: N · Training for new hires

R - Refresher training

T - Retraining (as needed)

[mwhasis of Training: P - Prevention of overissuonces

O - Detection of overtssuances

[ · Investigation methods

C - Collection methods

R · Regulations end procedures

0 · Other

Stage of Process: R · Referral

I - Investigation

E · Establishment

C · Collections

a
The District of Columbia, Guam end the Virgin Islands were not included tn the local FSA survey because

claias collection activities are centralized in the state-level FSA.
b
Fraud (or suspected fraud) cases only.

c
Nofifraud cases onTy.

d
The emphasis of the training varies across the state and/or across units.

e
The emphasis ts on celculettons.
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TAlE A. 6

CH_TERiSTICS OF THETRACKING$YSTE)4USEDTOHOillTORINOIVIDUALCASESIN THECLAil4SCOLLECTIONPll)CESS,

BY STAT[/dO LOCALFSA

Established Tracking $.vstm includes the Nonltortn 2 of (q3.10):

Tricktng Computer Other Tracktng

System 14etch Apparent Establ 1shed Claim Suspended Disqualified System is

3urlsdicttQn (q3. Og) Hits Overlssuances Referrals lnvesttcJlat ioAs Clatm collectloms Claim Zndlvldeals Automated

Alabm Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes No Yes

BIbb No

Etovah Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Fremkltn Yes No ilo Yes Ilo Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Hobl le Yes NO No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

!dlorgan Yes Yes No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Pert !al

Al taka Yes NO No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes YeS

klchor_Nu ldeon Yes No No Yes No No No No Yes No

Ketchikan NO
ii i
,[,

Ar t zomi Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

I_rt_ll No

I Nav4Jo Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial
Un
i--d

Arkansas Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes

C1ay Yes YeS No yes Yes No No No Yes Part la1

Phillips No

*Ca1tfcrnll

Los .4AgiO1es Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yesb Yes Yes Yes Partial
San Bernilrdlno Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yesb Yes Partial

San joliet n Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

* SonOra

* Yolo ' _,

Colorido Yes No No No No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Boulder Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Denver Yes No No No No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Gumtsom-Hlnsdale Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes No No

* Hesll

Pueblo Yes NO No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part tel



TABLEA.6 (continued)

Established Tracking STstei Includes the Iqk)nltortn I of (q3.10):

Tracking Computer Other Tracking

System Nat.ch Apql)arefit Estibl tsiwd Claims Suspended 0tsqMItfled System Is

3urlsdlctton (q3. 09} Htts 0vert ssuances Referrals ZnveStt_atlons Claims Collnctlons C1411es [nd(vldu41s Automated

Connectt cut Yes Yes Yes Yes yesb Yesb Yes No Yes Part lil

* NOv Haven

* Torrington

Delavlre Yes No Yes No Yesb Yes Yes Yes Yes Part ii 1

Ney castle · Yes No No Yes Yes Yes No No No No

Sussex No

DIstrtct of Columbiaa Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Portia1

F! or 1da Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes

Oacle Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

PoIk Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes

i_ Georgt· Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
_n
I,_ eibb Yes Yes Yes yesC yesC Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Colquttt Yes Yes Yes yesC yesb Yes Yes No Yes Partial

Fulton Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

IMdlson Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Portia1

* Peach

Guama Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Ff4_lI 1 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Part t a !

Honolulu Yes Yes Yes yes Yes Yesb yes No Yes Part ial

14au1 Yes Yes Yes yes yes Yesb yesb No Yes Part ia I

Idaho Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes NO

* Ada

* Bonneville

* Canyon

* Owyhee

* Shoshone



TABLEA,6 (conttnwecl)

Established Tracking System Includes the Nonltorlng of (Q3.10):

Tracking Comuter Other Tracking

System Natch Apparent Established Claim Suspended DisquallflLKI $ysbm IS

3urtsd_ct1(m {q3.0g) Htts Overtssuances Referrals Investigations Clatm Collecttms (:latin lndl¥$dull$ Autalatecl

1! ! tno1[ Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

CookC_ (Mhlmd) Yes No No No No Yes Yes YeS Yes Yes

Cock,C_i, (Englevood} Yes OK OK Yes Yffs YES Yffs Yes Yes Yes dr

Cook,C_ (Girl leTd) Yes Yes Yes No Yes YES Yes OK Yes Part ia1

CookCa_(_ Suburban) Yes Yes Yes No Yes No No No Yes Partt41

Greenem No

Indlln41 Yes Yes No Yesb Yesb Yesb Yes No Yes lb

Malt i Yes No No yesb Yesb Yesb Yesb Yesb No No

A! len '_' YeS Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Plrtttl

Nartm Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Scott Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Wa)mi Yes Ho I1o No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part Iai

i:_ Iowa i Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes No Part ia1
_n Iowa i Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes Part tal

liebs_e_, leo

KAnsasi i i:_ Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Chert, Yes Yes Yes Yes Ko Yes Yes No Yes No

Frmk) In Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes No Yes Part la i

Lt nm Yes No Yes No No Yes Yes No Yes No

Wtchtta,: Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No

_andoKe Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Partial

i

Kentu_ky: Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Part tai

Bell: Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Part 1al

Carte-, Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Part la1

Hart Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No

3effers(m Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes #o Yes No Yes Part ia1

Todd Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No YeS PartIaI



TABLEA,6 {continued)

Established Tracking S_stm Includes the _vnttorln_ of {q3, !0):

Tracking Computer Other Tricking

System Nitch Apparent Established Claims Suspended 01squlllf ff ed System Is

_rtsdtctio_ (Q3.0g] Hits Over1ssuances Referrals [nvest_at ions Claims Collectlcm$ Claim indivlduiT$ Automated

LoulsI ma Yes No No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Ciddo Yes No Yes Yes Yes No No No NO No

L! nco1n Yes Yes No Yes Yes No No No No Part 1a 1

Orlems Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes Part ia1

St. Tammany No

TangWahoa Yes No No Yes Yes No No No No No

14atne Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part ia 1

Augusta Yes No No No No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Led1ston Yes No No No No No Yes No Yes Yes

Naryland Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Al legany Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Baltimore City Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Part tal

Baltimore Comty Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No

:_ Freder tek Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
I

Ln Nontgomery Yes OK OK Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Nassachesetts Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

14alden No

ltoslinda le No

Ntchtgan Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yesb No Partial

Be_tefi Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Part iai

Branch Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part ia I

Nacoib Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes No Yes

St. Clair Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes OK Yes Partial

Id_me Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part ia I

Hi enesota Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes No Yes

CIay Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part ia I

Dakota No

Hermeptn Yes No No No yesC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Ramsey Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Wasec4 No



TABLE A. 6 (continued)

Est&bi!shed Tracklnq System Includes the Nonttorin 9 of _q3. %0):

Tricking Computer Other Tra_lng

System 14arch Appw'ent Established elates Suspmded OIsqualt fled System Is

3urtsdlett_ Jq3.og) Htts Overlssuances Referrals lnvesttcjattans C:lales Collect1 Ohs Claims lndtvtcluals Automated
j ,

Hi ss ISS?llOt Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes No

Attila Yes Yes Yes 14o No No Yes No Yes No

)finds m Yes Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes No NO

LOVA(kKs Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes No

14mdlsee Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No

TtShoml_rig° Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Nt ssOUlq _: Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Buch& m Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part la I

3aciclOll Ye_ Yes Yes No Yes No No No Yes No

Lafayette Yes No No No Yes No No No No No

Pert is Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part ta I

St. iL°ii'SI Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Part ti1
;I

:s) 14ontalii Yes YeS Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part tal
I

_-" CasC'ed__ Yes No No No No No Yes NO NO NO

Le_s I Clark Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes NO No Partial

Nebraska Yes Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Grand Island Yes NO No Yes No NO No No No No

Lexi ng_on Yes No No No No Yes Yes No NO No
L1ncoln Yes NO No No No Yes Yes NO Yes Yes

Omaha Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part fa 1

Sevird Yes Yes No No No Yes yesb Yesb Yes Part iA I

Nevida Yes NO No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Clark No

kiasNoe Y_S Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part ia I

New Hupshlre Tel_ Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Oover No _",:

Keene No



TAlE /_6 (cmttnued)

Established Trlckln 2 S_fstel Includes the Nonltortn ! of (q3,10):

Tricking ComputerOther Tracktng

System Hatch Apparent Established Claims Suspended Dlsqnalt fttKI System Is

.lurtsdictten (q3. m) Hits Overtssulnces Referrals Investigations Claim Collections Clatem Individuals Automated

Ney 3ersey Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Burl tngten Yes No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Camden Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Essex No

Hudson NO

#icldlesex NO

NOvHexiCo Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes No Yes

Bernal11lo No

Cibela No

New York Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No Part 1al

* 8ronae

Cort land Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Erie Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part ta I

Ney York City Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes PartialL,n
C:_ · Onondaga

North Carolina Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Craven Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part 1· 1

Forsyt h Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part tai

Ha11fax Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part ia I

Haydood Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Yancey Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part la I

'North Dakota

Cass Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No NO

EM·OhS Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Grand Forks Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part ia1

Nountrai 1 No

Stutsim NO



TABLEA. 6 (continued)

Establlsimd Trackinq S_(stei Includes the Honttortng of (q3.to):
TrKktng Co._uter Other TrackSng

$ystel Hatch Apparent Established Claims Suspended gfsqullf fled $ystel Is

Jurtsd tctlon IQ3.09) Htts Overtssuances Referrals lnvestlcjatt ohs Claims Collectlens Claims Individuals Automated

Ohto Yes Yes Yes No No Yes No No Yes No

Cuyihgt4 Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

OeIMILirt Yes No No No NQ ilo Yes Yes No No

FramklIK Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Hahoetng Yes No No Ho Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes NO

Rtch land Yes NO No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes No

Oklahom Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No Part ial

Carter Yes Yes Yes yes No NO No No Yes Part la I

Custer Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes NO No No No Yes

i:

Oregon i _ Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Albimy Yes Yes #o No NQ No No No Yes Part ia I

Cottage 6r0_e Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes. No No No Yes Partial

[esKi Pm'tt m4 Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Part I a1

i_ Sprtngfteld Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes No
_n West [ugene No

Pennsylvania Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes NO Yes

Lycomln9 Yes Yes Yes No Yes NO No NO Yes Part ta 1

PhI hldelphla (Center) Yes NO Ito Yes Yes No No No Yes Part ial

Phliidelphti (09omtz) Yes NO No No Yes NO No No Yes Part 1al

Phi lidmTId_i4 (¥est) No

West.!and Yes Yes Yes No Yes Ilo No No 14o NO

Rhode [s_and Yes Yes No Yes Yesb Yes Yes Yes Yes Part ia1

PTov_dplNtCe Yes Yes No Yes )iQ NO No No NO No

Idindtck Yes Yes No No NQ Yes No Yes Yes Part to i

South Ciroliml Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Ho Yes

Oar1tngtcm Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Georgetown Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Notdl)m'ry Yes Yes Yes Yes HQ Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Orengel_rg Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Part t aI

Rf chland Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes



TABLE A. 6 (continued)

[stabltshed Tracking System Includes the Honit_rfn ! of Lq3.I0):

Tracking Computer Other Tracking

System t44tch Al_aremt Estebl $shed Claims SuspenMd GtSClUallfl N System Is

Jurisdiction (q3. Og) Hits Overtssuances Referrals [nvestlgattons Clatms Collections Claims lodlvtcluils Autcmatecl

South 04kota Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part 111

Bemett No

Oavtson Yes No No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Temessee No

Oavtdsm Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part ia 1

Sumner No

Texas Yes NO No No yesb Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

t kxar

DeWltt Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

' Hat, ts

Sltth Yes Yes No yes b Yesb Yesb Yesb Yesb Yes Yes

Tarrmt Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No

I
Utah Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Pitt la1

Go
Region 28 Yes NO #Q NO 140 Yes Yes Yes 14o Yes

Ibgi off 7A Yes No No Yes Yes No No NO No NO

Verlont Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part ia I

Hartford Yes Yes Yes yes yesC Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

St. AIbans Yes NO Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

VIr9tn ti Yes No No 14o yesb fiQ Yes Yes Yes Part ta i

CharIotte Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Ho

Hampton ]C Yes NO Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Ho

Norfolk ZC Yes Ho No yesC yesb Yes Yes Yes Yes Part Iai

* PortMlouth

Pulaskt Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Ho

Vt_ln Islands a Yes 14o No 14o No Yes Yes Ho Ho Yes



TABL[ A.6 (conttnuud)

Establfshed Tracktng S,vstemIncludes the Honitortmj of IQ3,iO):

Tracktng Computer Other Tracking

System Hatch Apparent Established Claims Suspended Dlsqumllflud SysteB is

3urtsdlctlon (Q3.09) Hits Overtssuances Referrals lnvesttgat ions Claims Collect ions Clatms Zndivtdeals AutematLKI

tles# tngtQn Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial

Benton Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No Yes NO

Kfng-Ralnfor Yes Yes Yes No No YeS Yes Yes Yes Yes
Pforce Yes Yes No yesc Yesc Yes No NO Yes Part ta !

Spokane IlK

VaKclver Yes NO No No No Yes Yes Yes Yes NO

West Virgtnll Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part la1

Beckley Yes No No No No Yes yes No Yes Part la i

Charlesten Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes NO

ill scmsfn Yes NO No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part tai

h_rfteld Yes No ilo No No Yes Yes Yes NO Yes
_._ DOugTis Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part ia1

_0 N! !_kme Yes NO No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Rock Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part la 1

Siuk Yes NO Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes NO Yes

b_Jemtn9 Yes Yes Yes No No Yes Yes Yes Yes Part t a1

Carbon Yes Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Partial

Crook Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Part I aI

Freeiont Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No No No

Ilatrcaa No

Park Yes Yes YeS Yes Yes Yes yes No Yes Mo

*State or local FSArefused Interview.

OK Informttm was not llvallable at the tile of the interview.

IThe Olstrtct of COlulbli, Gum and the Vlrgln Islands were not includecl in the local FSAsurvey because most claims collection Icttvttios are centralized In the

state-level FSA.

bFor no,fraud rises only.

CFor fraud (or suspected fraud) cases only.



TABLE A. 7

C_TERISTIC$ CFAOOITIONAL14111T100SUSEDTOHONITORINDIVIDIJ/_ CASESIN THE CLAIH$COLLECTIONPROCESS,

BY STATEMD LOCALFSA

System for Signaling Flags Are Functional System for

Staff TMt a Case System of Flags System of Perwnently Level of Stiff Aging by Systemfor

NeedSFurther Attention Used by Status Flags is Attached to To Be Alerted Systemfor Status of Aging Is

Is Used of Claim Automated Cae Ftle by Flags Aging Claims Claim Automated

3urisdlct_ on iQ3. Il) [03.12) iQ3. IZ) (Q3.12) (01.12) iQ3.16) (q3.17} iq3.16)

ATabesa Yes R,A.O,S Yes Yes AL No

8! _ Yes R,A,D,S,C No Yes CL No

EtWllk Yes A,C Yes No CL No

Fr!nkl tn Yes R,A,S,C Part tmI Yes CL,AL Yes R,O Yes
Hob1le: No No

Idorgm Yes R,A,O,C Part i a 1 Yes AL No

Al aslul Yes A.D,S Yes Yes AL.CS No

/_lqle-ikldoon Yes R,A,C Parttal Yes AL No
KeKhlklm Yes R,A Yes No AL Yes R NO

i_ AFtzmi _ NO Yes 0 YES
c:_ I#rtCCql_l Yes R,A,S NO Yes AL No

_va_ Yes R,A,D,S,C NO No AL No

Arkansas Yes R NO Yes AL Yes O,R.l.O.S Yes

Clay Yes C NO No AL No

PhI1HpS Yes R,A,O,S,C NO Yes AL No

_4} '}fOPaf4

LoSMgeles Yes C Yes YES AL No

SimBemmrdino NO No

._ 30tiquf n Yes R,A,C NO No AL,(_ No

* SonemB

* Yolo



TAlE A. 7 (continued)

System for Signaling Flags Are Funct tonal S_tem for

Staff That a Case Systemof Flags System of Permanently Level of Staff Agfng by System for

NeedsFurther Attenttce Used by Status Flags Is Attached to To Be Alerted System for Status of Aging is

Is Used of Claim Automated Case File by Flags Aging Clatms Claim Automated

3urtsd JctJon Iq3.11) (0,3.IZ) (Q3. lg) (q3. IZ) (0,3. IZ) (q3. 16) ((_1.17) (q3. 18)

CoIoracIo Yes A,O No Yes AL Yes S No

Boulder Yes R,A,C Part ta I Yes AL No

Denver Yes A,C No No AL No

Gunntsm-_tSnsdale Yes Rb,A,S Yes No AL No

* Nesa

Pueblo Yes A,D,S,C Yes Yes AL,eL Yes S Yes

Connectlcut No Yes O,S Part ta I

* NewHaven

* To_ington

DeI aware Yes R,A,D Yes .Yes AL,CS No

New Cestle No No

I Sussex Yes R,A,S,C No Yes AL No
O_

District of Columbiaa No yes !,O,S C No

Flortda Yes R,A NO Yes AL Yes R,I ,O Yes

Dede Yes R,A,O,S,C Yes Yes CL.AL Yes R,I ,O,S Yes

Polk Yes R,A,O,C Yes Yes CL,M Yes R,I ,O Yes

Georgta Yes A,O,S Yes Yes AL Yes R,D,S Yes

BtI_ Yes Rb,A,S,C Part ial Yes CL,AL Yes O.O Yes

Colquitt Yes R,A,D,C NO Yes AL No

Fu1ton Yes A,O,C Yes No AL No

14adtson Yes R.A,D,C Part ia I Yes AL No
* Peach

Guamb Yes Rb,A No Yes CS 14o

Hawa11 Yes A.O Yes Yes AL.FS No

Honolulu Yes R.A.D.C Pertial Yes AL No

Naul Yes R,A,O,C Part ia I Yes AL No



TAlE A. 7 (c_tt_ed)

System for Signaling Flags Are Fractional System for

Staff That I Case System of Flags System of Perusnently Level of Staff Aging by System for

NeedsForther Attentlnfl Used by Status Filgs is Attached to To ekeAlerted System for Status of Agtng Is

Is Used of Claim Automated Case Ftle by Flags Agtng Clllms Claim Automated

3urt_dtct_Qn {q3.1t) {q3.t2) {q3_l_) (03.12) (Q3.t2) (Q3.tG) (Q3.17} (Q3.18)

Idaho Yes R,A,D Part la1 Some AL No

* Ada

* lbnnlVt] ie

* Canyml

* Ovykie

* Shed"ne

No No

c_ (As"l.,d) Yes r.A.D.S.C No Yus AL .o
CockCO.(Engleyood) Yes R No Yes AL No

CookCo. (Garfield) Yes R,A,D,S.C Partial Yes AL No

COOkCO. iS. Sgbirbin) Yes R.AoD.S.C Par_clil Yes AL No

_eeme Yes R,A,D,SoC Yes Yes AL No

Indt mil: ii Yes A,D NO Yes AL No0',

NO No

A1I_L. iii _(BS Ri_O,S ,C NQ_ YI_ _LtC_ Yes DeS NO

144rtjan Yes C No Yes AL,CL No

$Co_.t Yes R,A.BoC lb YIS AL #o

Wa)me Yes AoD,S,C Yes Yes CL Yes I NO

_owa No No

i_dm Yes fI,A ,C Pitt ti 1 Yes AL No

Webster Yes R lb No AL No

KAnSAL No Yes D,S Yes

Cherdcee Yes R,A,D,C No Yes AL No

Frnflkl in Yes R.A.D.S,C lb Yes AL.FO No

Lt nfl Yes R,A,C lb Yes AL No

Wtchit a Yes R,A,D,S,C No Yes AL No

Wyamdotte Yes A,D,C Part la1 Yes AL No



TABLE A, 7 (continued)

System for Signal tn 9 Flags Are Fonct ionil System for

Staff That I Case System of Flags Systemof PermMntly Level of Stiff Aging by System for

NeedsFurther Attention Used by Status Flags is Attached to To Be Alerted Systes for Status of Agfa9 is

is Used of Claim Automated Case File by FIqs Aging Claims CIItl Automated

Jurisdiction {q3.ll} {q3.12) {(:p.12} ¢Q3.12} (Q3.1;_) {q3. 16) (q3.17) (q3. 18)

Kentucky Yes R,A,D,S Plrtlal Yes AL,C_ No

9eli Yes R,A,S,O No Yes AL No

Carter Yes R,A,O No No AL,Cl. Yes O.R,] No

Hart Yes R,A,D,0 No No AL No

,..Teffersofi Yes R,O,S,0 Part I aI Yes AL Yes 0 ,R No

Todd Yes R,A,O Part ti 1 Yes AL No

Louisiana Yes R,A,D,S Yes Yes CS,FS Yes D,S Partial

Caddo Yes Rb, 0 NO Yes AL No

LI ncol n Yes Rb, A NO Yes AL No

Orleans NO Yes R,! NO

St. TalHny Yes R,A.D,S,O No No AL ilo

Tang1pahom Yes R,O No No AL Yes O,Ro] No

i:_ Naine Yes Yes Yes AL,C_,F$ NoRb
C_

Augusta No No

Levt ston Yes R,A,D.S,0 Yes ldo AL No

14irylied No Yes S No

A1legany Yes R,D,C No Yes AL No

Belt fmore C$ty Yes A,D,S,C Part ia1 yes CL No

Baltimore County Yes R.A.D,C No No CL Yes R Yes

Freder ick Yes R,A,D,S,C No Yes AL No

Non%9ome_ Yes A No Yes AL No

Nassuchusetts Yes A,S Yes Yes AL Yes O,R,1,0,S Part iai

Idaldml No No

NOsltndale NO No

H$chtgam NO No

Bert ten Yes Rb,A,D,S,C Part tal Yes AL No

9ramch Yes R,A,D,S,C Yes Yes AL No

Nacomb Yes R,A,S.C Part ta I Yes AL No

St. Clafr Yes R,A,C Part la1 Yes AL No

ida]me Yes A,D Yes Yes AL,O. ,AS No



TABLEA. 7 (continued)

System for Signaling Flags Are Fonctlonal System for

Staff That · Case Systemot' Flags System of Poriinestly Level of Stiff Aging by System for

NeedsFurther Attention Usedby $totus Flails Is Attached to To Be Alerted System for Status of Aging Is

Is Used of CIlia Automated Case Ftle by Flags Aging Claris Claim Automated

3urtsdlctton (q3_il) (q3.12} {q3.12) (Q3,i2_ (Q3.12) (Q3.16) (Q3.17) (Q3. 16)

#tnnesotl Yes varies d Yes No

Cl ay Yes R.A.O.S.C Part ti I Yes AL Ilo

Dakota Yes R.AoO,C No Yes AL No

Hennepill Yes A.D.$.C Yes Yes AL.CL Yes Rb.Ib.o.S Yes

RaiseD' No No

kiaseGi NO No

#t ssisstilil)l Yes: R,A,O DK No AL No

Att·T· !i Yes R,A.O,C No No AL No
Ht ·ds Yes R,A,$,C No Yes AL, Cl. No

L_B ,I;, Yes A,O,C No Yes AL No

Hadism i Yet A No Yes AL, CL No

TISAMil_ Yes R.A.D.$.C No Yes AL No

i:_ h!?i
o_ #1ss··ri Yes R,A,O,S Yes Yes AL,FO Yes O,R.I.D,S Yes
_n

Buchanan Yes R.A,I).S No No AL.Cl. Yes I1,1 Part Ial

Jackson Yes R,A,C Ha Yes AL No

Lafayette Yes R.A,O,$.C Partial Yes AL Yes ] No

Pettis Yes R,A,D,S,C Parttil Yes AL No

St. Louis Yes II.A.S_,C Partial Yes AL No

Nontan& Yes R,A.S Id· Yes AL No

Casced_,, Yes R,A,C No Il() AL,CS No

Levlsf & CIm'k Yes R.A.S.C No Yes AL.AS #o

Nebras_ : ND _ yes D,S Part1·1

Grand Is Tand YeS R.A,D.C Part ial No AL No

Lex1ngton :VaS A,C No Yes AL No

Ltncoln Yes R,A Partial Yes AL No

OB·ha Yes R,A,D,S, C Yes Yes AL, Cl. Yes R,0 ,$ Yes

Say·rd Yes Rc, A,D Part I a1 Yes AL Yes 0 ,Dc. Sc No



TAlE A. 7 (centtnued)

System for SIgnal lng Flags Are Fonct torkl I System for

Staff That a Case System of Flags System of Permanently Level of Staff Aging by Systemfor

Needs Further Attention Used by Status Flags Is Attached to To Be Alerted System for Status of Aging Is

Is Used of Claim Automated Case File by Flngs Aging Elites CliII Automated

3urtsdtctton (_. Il} iQ3.12) (Q3,l_) (Q3.1_) (Q3. IZ) (Q3. 16) (Q3.17) iq3. 18)

Nevada Yes A.D.S Yes Yes AL._ No

Clark Yes R.A,C Part Ia1 Yes AL.CL Yes R.S Partial

IMshoe Yes R.A,O,S.C Part Iai Yes AL Yes Roi.O,S Part 1al

NewHempshire Yes R.A No Yes AL,CS No

Dover Yes R No Yes AL Yes O.R.i No

Ketone No No

NewJersey Yes R.A,D.S No Yes CL.FL No

Burl $ngt_tl Yes R,A.C No Yes AL No

Camden Yes R,A,C Part tal Yes AL No

Essex Yes R.A.S,C Partial Yes AL No

Hudson Yes R,A,D,S,C No Yes AL Yes R No

Ht (kS1esex Yes R,A,C No Yes AL NO

I

c:_ Ney IMxI co No No

Ilernal 11!o Yes R,A.O.S,C NO Yes AL No

Cibola No No

NewYork No Yes O,S No

* Broole

Cortland Yes R.A,O,S,C No Yes AL No

Erte Yes R,A.C Parttal Yes AL,CL No

New York City Yes R.A.D.5,C Yes Yes CL No

* Onondaga

North Carolina Yes A.D Yes No AL./LI No

Craven Yes R.A,D.S,C No Yes AL,CL No

Forsyth Yes R,A Part ia 1 Yes AL Yes R No

Halifax Yes R,A,C Partial Yes AL No

14ayvood Yes R,A,D.S.C No Yes CL No

Yancey Yes R.A,S,C No Yes AL Yes S Yes



TABLEA.7 (continued)

System for Signaling Flags Are Functional System for

Staff That a Case System of Flags System of Perlmnently Level of Staff Aging by Systm for

NeedsFurther Attention Used by Status Flags is Attached to 1o lie Alerted Systm for Status of Aging is

Is LJised of Claim Automated Case File by Flags Aging Claim Ciail Automted

.3urlsdlctton (Q3.!L } (Q3.12) .. (q3.12} (03.12) (q3.12] (Q3.16) Cq3.17) cq3.18}

*North OIkot a

C41ss Yes R.A.O, S,C No Yes AL #o

Elmoon Yes R.A.O,C Part ia I Yes AL No

GrandForks Yes R.A000S,C Yes Yes AL No

Hoentr&! I Yes R.A,O.S,C Yes Yes AL No

Stutgwn No No

Ob_, Yes R.A No Yes AL.CL Yes O,R,S No

_CU._ Yes A.D.C NO Yes CL,FL No

idaiMll NO No
Yes R,A,O,S.C No Yes AL.Cl..AS No

NiImalng Yes R.A,O,S,C NO Yes AL Yes S NO

Rtchland Yes R,A,C No Yes AL No

i_ Okliberal Yes R,S NO Yes AL #o
c_
..j Carter Yes R,A,C Partial Yes AL No

Custer Yes R,A.D,S,C Yes Yes AL No

Oregon Yes i_,A,O,S Yes Yes AL,AO_AS,C5 Yes D,S Yes

Albil_ Yes R,AoC NO Yes AL No

Cottnge Grove Yes R.A.C Parttal No AL No

East PortTond Yes A,C Yes No AL No

Spri ngfI el d Yes A No Yes AL No

vest Eugene Yes R,A,D.S,C Partial Yes AL No

Pemsylvmli lb Yes R,[ ,D,S Yes

Lycemtng Yes R,A,C No Yes AL No

Philadelphia (Center) NO No

Phtladell_ta (Ogontz) Yes C NO Yes Al. yes [ Yes

Philadelphia (Vest) No yes [ Yes

Vestmoreland No No



TABLE A. 7 (continued)

System for Signaling Flags Are Functional System for

Staff That a Case System of Flags System of Permnently Level of Staff Aging by System for

Needs Further Attentlen Used by Status Flags is Attached to To k Alerted System for Status of Aging Is

Is Used of Cilia Automated Case File by Flags Aging Claim Claim /_tomated

,hJr$sdiction (_. t t} (_. iZ) (q3. t2} (03.12] (Q3. i2) (Q3. iS) (Q3. i7) (Q3. 18)

Rhode Is land Yes A.S No Yes AL.CS.FS Yes O.S Part la1

Providence Yes R,A,D.C Part la1 No AL No

kklrvick Yes R.A.O.S .C IX No AL.C5 No

South Carolina Yes R.A,S No Yes AL Yes O,R.I ,O,S Yes

Oorlfngton Yes R,A,C No Yes AL Yes O.R.I,O,S Part ti1

_orgeto_ No NO

14e_or ry Yes R,A ,O, S ,C Part 1t I Yes AL No

Orangebor9 NO No

Rich 1led Yes R.A.O.S,C No Yes AL No

South Oakota Yes R.A.O Yes Yes AL.C_) Yes R.DoS Yes

9emet t Yes R.A,C Part Ill Yes AL No

Oivt son Yes A.D.C Yes Yes AL No

Oo Tennessee No No

Oavldson Yes RoA.O,S,C Partial Yes AL No

Sumner No No

Texas Yes Rb, A, O Part Ia 1 No AL. F$ Yes Rb, i b,D b Yes

* Bexar

OeWltt Yes R.A .O. S ,C Yes Yes AL, FL 14o

* Harris

Smith Yes Rc.O 14o Yes AL No

Tarrmt Yes R,A,D,S ,C No Yes AL No

Utah Yes Rd Yes No CL No

Regt en 2B NO No

Regien 7A NO No



TABLEA.7 (cemttnued)

System for Stgnll lng Flags Are Functional System for

Staff That I CIse System of Flags Sj_tem of Permanently Level of Staff Aging by System for

NeedsFurther Attmtion Used by Status Flags Is Attached to To Be Alerted Systemfor Status of Aging Is

Zs Used of Clatm Autemated Case File by Flags Aging Claims Clatm I_tuiated

Jurtldtct_tgm ; (q3,Zl} (Q3,12] (03.12) (03.t2) (0,3.12) (Q3.16) (Q3.17) (Q3.t8)

Vermont Yes R.A,O,S Yes Yes AL.AS No

ftart ford Yes RC.A.D.S.C Yes Yes AL.CS Yes O.R.].D.S Yes

St, AIblns Yes R,A,O.S.C Pert t41 Yes ALoFS No

Virgln la Yes R,S Part tal Yes AL,C3.,FL No

Charlotte No #o

Helpton IC Yes R,A,D.S,C No Yes AL,CL No

Norfolk I r Yes R.A.O.S.C Yes Yes AL No

* Portsmouth

Pulesk! ! No NO

Virgin lSlm dsc Yes Rb,A No No AL No

ktashtm_ i: _ Yes R.A Partial Yes AL,C_ No

_. kntm: Yes R.C lie No CL NO

c_/ K_ng-R&!njer Yes R,A,C Part ia I Yes CL No
_D Pterce Yes R.A.C Pitt ti1 No AL No

SI)okane Yes R,A,C Partial Yes AL No

Vancouver Yes R,,A.C Part t al Yes CL No

West Virgtnte Yes R.A,O.S No Yes AL No

Beckley NO Yes I .D NO

Ch4rleston Yes Rb,A, D,S,C NO Yes AL.CD Yes I NO

Htscofistn Yes R.O,S Part iai No AL No

Bt_lk_ld No No

Douglas Yes R.A.D.S.C No Yes AL No
Mtlvaukee Yes R.A,O,S.C Yes Yes AL No

Rock Yes Rd4.D.S.C Yes Yes AL,CL No

Sauk Yes R,A,C Yes Yes AL No



TAgLE A. 7 (continued)

System for Slgeallng Flags Are Fonctton/1 System for

Staff That a Case System of Flags System of Permanently Level of Staff Aging by System for

Needs Further Atteetton Used by Status Flags Is Attached to To Be Alerted System for Status of Aging is

Zs Used of Claim Automated Case File by Flags Aging Claim Claim Automated

Jurisdiction {q3. Il) ((]3. [2) (_3.12} Cq3.IZ) (03.12) (q3. 16) {Q3.17} (Q3. tS)

Wyoniag Yes A.0 .S No NO AL No

Carbon No Yes 0 ,R Part la i

Crook Yes R.A,D,S,C No Yes AL No

Freewont Yes R.A.D.S.C No No AL No

Notrona Yes R.O Part Ial Yes AL.CS No

Part Yes R,A,D,C NO No AL No

*State or local FSA refused Interview.

OKInformation was not available at the tim of the intervlev.

KEYS: Status of Claim R - Referral Functional Level: A · Agency Status of Claim for Aging:

for Flags: A - Active Claim C - Claim Unit 0 · Apparent Overlssuince

O · Delinquent Clatm F · Fraud/investigations Unit R - Referral

S - SuspendedCIitll I · Investigation

C · Cases vtth D · Oeilnquent Claim

Disqualified Individuals S · SuspendedClaim

For each of the above,

code vhether it is:

L · Local/County

D · Oistrtct/Eegion

S - State

_The District of Colalbta, Guamend the Virgin Islands were not tncluded In the local FSA survey because most claim collection activities are centralized tn the
state-level FSA.

bThe response refers to cases of fraud (or suspected fraud) only.

CThe response refers to CaSeSof nofifraud only.

tithe system of flags used varies across the state.



T_LE A. 8

RANKINGOF 114EHOSTEFFECTIVEMETHODSU_D IN THEDETECTIONOF OVERISSUAN_S,BY STATEANDLOCALFSA

ComixJterHatchin 9 Oupltcate Hot11ne/ $peci al Znfmtetton Xnfm-mtlon

Wages UneaT_nedResources P&rtlctpatton Error-Proae inforlal internal QC Recertfftcatl_ Investfg4tion frei Other from Supervisory

3urtsdlcttce Income Check I_of Iles Complaints Audtt Revlev Review Units A_enctes Recipient Reviers b Other

Al obme ! I 7 6 6 3 9 S 4

BiN) I 2 8 9 4 3 S 7

Etonah 2 8 6 3 6 I 4 7 6

Frank1tn I I 9 ) S 6 3 8 10 4

NobJ )e 2 3 X 5 X 6 ] x X X 4

Horgan ! 3 X X X 7 4 2 X 8 S 6

Al_ka 4 S 6 7 8 3 2 ! 10 9

Anchm-ige-14uIdonn 2 I 10 6 9 S 3 8 ? 4

Ketchikan ! 2 7 S 6 4 6 10 3g,9 h

Arizona 2 7 8 4 S I 6 9 3

i4artcopo 6 6 7 10 3 I 6 9 2 4

Navajo X X 12 5 lO Il 4 X 8 9 6 7

_j Arkansas 2 X 3 X X I X X X

Clay 6 . 8 3 7 I 2 4 6

Phillips I 6 12 4 lO Il 2 3 9 S 9 7

*Cai ifornta

LosAngeles X X X X X X X X X X X X

San breardt no 2 6 10 7 9 4 11 I 3 8 $ 12

San 3oaqutn I 2 4 9 6 S 3 Il 7 8 lO

* Sonoea

* Voio

Colorado 2 3 I0 8 7 4 I 6 9 6

Boulder 2' 3 9 5 Ii Il 6 4 7 I 8

Denver I 6 8 6 4 2 3 ?

Gunntson-HlnsdaTe ? 6 6 4 9 2 I 6 3 10

* Mesa

Pueblo 5 7 2 6 3 8 I 4



TABLEA. 8 (continued)

Computer Natchin I 0upltcate Hot11ne/ Specl al lnforwtlon lnfm'Mt Icm

Mages Unearned Resources Participation [rr_r-I_one [nfomal Internal QC Recerttflcatton Investigation from Other from Supervisory

Jurisdiction Income (_eck I_of 1les Coqplalnts Audit Revted Revtew Units A_eecles Recipient Reviewsb Other

Comactlcut I X X x 3 x x Z x x

* NewHaven

* Torr Ingtm

Oela_re X X X X X X X X X

New Cast!e 1 7 2 10 4 3 6 6 8 9

Sussex I 2 4 6 7 12 10 3 S 8 12 9

District of Coluabta a I 3 12 10 5 11 6 7 2 4 9 6

Fiortdi I 2 10 7 9 5 3 4 8 6

Dade I 2 9 5 8 6 3 10 4 7

Polk X X 9 10 8 1 12 Il 3 4 6 6

Georgia 1 3 6 6 10 4 ? Z 9 6

6tbb I 7 10 6 4 2 3 9 8 S

Colquttt I 9 7 6 6 3 8 Z 4,.j
r_ Fulton I 2 7 6 8 3 9 4 5

Nadfson 3 6 6 9 4 X 8 7 x

* Peach

Guama 6 X 2 I 3 6 4

14a_11 9 8 2 5 ! 3 6 7 4

Honolulu I lO 2 9 4 13 8 3 ].1 12 7 6 5j

Naui 2 xO 5 6 6 3 9 7 4 t k

Idaho 3 x X 4 5 2 x ]

* Ada

* Bonnevlt te

* Canyon

* O_yhee

* Shoshone



TABLE A, 8 (continued)

CoIputer IMtcht nI Duplicate _tllne/ Spectal ]nforlatton [nformatlon

Moges Unearned Resources Participation Itl-or-Prone Znfonial Internal CIC Recerttflcatlm [nvesttt_itton frmi Other frol Supervisory

Jurisdiction income Check Proftles Complaints Audtt Revled Review Units A2encles Recipient Reviewsb Other

Illinois 2 3 X X X 4 I X X 5 6c

Cook Co. (Mhland) I X X 3 X X x x 2 X X X X

Cook Co. (En91ewond) I 2 9 3 13 11 8 5 12 6 ? lO

Cook Co. (Garfield) I 7 9 2 8 S 6 S 3 10 4h

CookCo. (S, Suburban} t 2 X $ 4 X X 3 X X X X

Greene t 4 3 S 6 2 7 6

lnd{aea I 4 2 7 6 3 6d

Maas i 2 6 6 3 4 7 8

Al len 1 2 8 ? S 9 3 6 4

14arton I 2 6 ? 8 3 4 9 lO 6 Ii

Scott 3 2 8 6 ? I S 4 9

Marne I 9 l I 3 X 5 2 4 i0 8 X

love I 7 2 8 3 6 5 9 4

love 2 i 6 8 5 ? 9 3 4

t_ _bster 2 I 12 6 8 10 6 4 11 9 7 3
,..j

Kansas I 6 X x x Z x 4 X x x 3

Cherokee Z 3 5 11 Ii 4 I ? 8 9 10

Frmkltn I 3 12 10 2 9 6 4 I I 8 6 7

Lien I 3 1! lO Z 9 6 4 12 7 5 8

Wichita& I S Il 9 3 7 8 2 10 4 6

_andotte 1 2 x X 6 3 S X 4 x x x

Kentucky I 8 9 11 4 3 2 7 lO 5 6

6ell 2 6 7 3 8 10 5 Il 4 I 9

_rtor I 7 9 12 4 lO 8 6 2 Il S 3

ltar't. I 4 9 lO 8 2 3 7 11 6 5

Jefferson ! 5 9 4 7 3 8 10 2 6

Todd I 2 Il 6 9 5 3 lO ? 4 8



TABLEA. 6 (continued)

Computer 14atchin2 0upi 1cate Hot1the/ Special Information Information

We(jes Unearned Resources Participation [rror-I_'one informal Interne1 (lC Recertlftcation Investigation from Other from Supervisory

Jur$sdlctlon ]ncoAe Check I_-of 1les CoIplatnt$ Audlt Review Review Units Agencles Recipient Revl(,_1b 0ther

Louisiana i 3 X 4 X X 2 X X X

Caddo i 2 8 4 9 5 10 6 ii 7 3

Lincoln I 2 3 7 6 4 6 6 9

Or le_s I 2 6 9 8 4 3 7 lO 5 11

St. To"any i 2 ? 5 S Il 4 3 8 Il 10 9

Tangtpahoa i i i2 6 8 4 6 4 10 9 7 13

14afne 3 5 6 Z 8 9 4 7 1

Augusta 2 5 iO ii 7 8 9 4 3 I 6

Levi $tm I i I 12 9 l I 4 10 5 7 6 0

14aryland S 8 7 10 I 4 2 3 6

A1legany x X 0 x X X 9 4 5

Belt 1more City X 4 7 S 3 I 5 X X 2

_3> Baltimore County 4 6 X X 3 X X X X X
I

*_J Frederick 1 2 X X X X 3 X X 4 X
.C-

Noatgo_ry i 6 4 2 3 5

Nassachusetts 6 6 6 I 4 i2 3 9 5 2 i0 Ii

14a_den t ! 1 7 X X X 6 4 6 X X $

Ro$11ndele 3 6 4 2 7 5 I 8 9

#lchtgan 6 ? i0 3 4 6 I 0 9 2

Bert ten 4 3 5 8 12 6 9 2 7 iO I 11

&ranch 3 i X X X 2 X X 4

t4acomb 3 4 11 _.3 12 9 7 8 2 iO 6 i 5

St.Clair 4 X X X X X X 2 3 Id

k_ayne 2 11 i2 4 i3 8 6 10 3 I 9 6 7

#$n_esota 3 4 9 6 11 7 2 I 10 8 5

C1ay 7 7 X 4 6 I 5 3 Z 9

Dakota 8 X X 4 2 3 7 6 5 Id

Hennepin X 2 X X X X 1 X X X 3

Rusey 6 X X X 7 2 x 3 4 5 I d

Maseca 7 6 2 I 5 3 4



TABLE A. 8 (continued)

Coaputer Natcht mj Duplicate i_tl tne/ Special [nformtton [nformtton

Wages Unearned Resources Participation [rror-Prone Informal Interrml (lC Recertlfication Investigation frollOtNer frol Supervisory

Jurlsdictlofi Income (:hock Profiles ComqplaInts Audit Nevlew Review Units A2enctes Recipient Reviewsb Other

Mississippi Z 6 7 4 8 S ! 9 3
Attala I 2 7 10 6 11 6 3 9 4 S

Hinds I S 4 lO 3 2 6 7 8 9

LcmmOes t 5 7 9 4 O 2 3 10 7 6

mdt son i 2 12 10 9 ? 3 4 8 6 11 S

TIshonin9o I 4 · 12 8 11 6 g 10 2 7 S 3

HI$sourt 4 7 9 5 6 8 3 10 2 Ie

Buchanan 3 3 3 3 X X 2 I X X X

Jackson X X 4 X X 3 ! 2 X X

Lafayette 2 3 lO 9 7 6 8 4 I 6

Pettts t X X X 3 5 2 4 X

St. Louis 2 2 7 6 6 4 I S Il 9 10

Hontana I 2 lO 7 6 ] l 3 4 S 9 8

Cascade 4 3 9 2 8 7 1 6 6

I_ Lewis & Clark , 2 8 11 3 9 S 6 1 4 7 lO,,,j

Nebraska 3 7 4 8 2 ! 9 6 6

Grind Is lend I 6 2 8 3 S 9 4 7

Lexington X X X 4 X 2 X I 3

Lincoln 6 7 2 8 I 5 3 4

Omaha I 8 4 9 6 3 10 7 2 S

Seward 4 4 4 4 I 4 3 4 2

Nevada l 9 7 4 6 3 2 8 S

Clark I 9 6 7 3 8 2 4 S

Vashoe 9 6 $ 8 2 4 I 3 7i

NewHampshire I 6 3 2 4 $

Dover 3 ' 4 10 6 5 9 I 7 6 2

Keane I _ 9 ; i_ 3 7 5 2 6 10 9 4



TABLE/kB (continued)

Coml_ter I_ltchln 9 Duplicate Hot 11neJ Spectal [nfor_at ion lnformtlon

llqes Unearned Resources Participation Error-Prone lnfomal Internal QC Recerttflcation Znvestt_ltlon frol Other from SlJpervlsory

Jurisdiction Income Check I_of 1les Co_lalnts Audit Revtew Review Units A_jleficles Recipient Revle_ b Other

Rev Jersey i 3 10 7 6 9 2 6 6 4

Our1tngton ! ! 7 6 4 2 6 6 3

CuMen I 2 10 7 S 3 6 9 6 4

Essex I 2 X x X X X X 3 4 X x X

Hudson ! 2 x x 6 x 3 5 4 x x x

Ntcldlesex I 2 8 5 10 3 4 9 6 7

Mexico I 8 lO 7 6 12 4 2 Il 5 3 9d

Bernal 11lo 4 5 2 X X X X X 6 X X I I 3f

Cllmola I 2 Il 13 7 3 lO 6 3 12 9 4 8

Rev York 4 X X 2 1 6 5 8 I 3 9 lO

* kooee

Cort land 5 6 6 3 4 I 2 7

i_' Erie I 6 7 Il 2 lO 12 3 S 9 4 S

NewYork City I 2 X X 3 X X X X X X X X
* Onondaga

North Carnll na 6 I X I X X X ! 1

Cravan X X X X X 7 x x 8 6

Forsyth I 2 4 6 s 7 s 3 7 7
Ha!l fax 2 I 4 X 7 X X X X X X

Hly_od 8 I 9 10 3 I l 6 7 2 5 4

Yancey 1 X X X X 3 X 4 X X 5 2

*North Dakota

Cass I 9 4 $ 3 2 6 7 6 10

Emaons 2 Il 10 9 4 8 5 I 7 6 3

Grand Forks 3 6 9 lO 2 6 7 8 4 I l 1

14ountral1 7 4 6 6 3 ? 1

Stutman I 2 4 3 5 6



TABLEA.8 (continued)

Cmiputer Match{n_ Oupl Jcate Hot 1{ne/ SpecJal lnformitlm Information
Wages Unearned Resources Participation Error-Prone ]nfoniel Internal QC RecertJfJcatton Investlgattofi frei Other from Supervisory

3urlsdlcttc_ lncoae Check Proftles Colpla{nts Audtt Review Revtev Units A2encles Rec{ptent Rev{ersb Other

Ohio 2 4 7 6 I 5 3

Cuyahogl I 2 X 4 X S X X 2 X X 6 7

Delaware 6 7 8 S 9 2 ! 4 3

Franklin 3 3 9 lO 1 11 EL I 6 8 2

J_ihenJno 2 3 I X X X X

Rtchland 8 4 ; 2 3 S I 6

Oklahoma 3 7 4 1 11 6 2 8 EL g 10

Carter S 6 13 3 11 2 12 7 4 10 8 I 9

Custer S 8 10 4 6 2 Il I 12 7 3 9

Oregon Z 2 9 6 10 7 EL 4 3 8

Al b4ny I 6 I 1 ? lo 3 Z S 8 9 4

Cottage Grove I 4 7 8 6 3 2 S 9 TO 11

East Portland I 2 Il 12 4 10 8 3 7 S 6 9

Sprincjft eld 2 3 X X X X X I X X X 4 sk
*_J Vest Eugene 2 8 13 10 6 12 7 I Il 3 S 4

Pemsylvan ia 3 X X X 2 I X X X

Lycoeln9 I I I 10 9 6 S 8 7 4

Philadelphia (Center) I 5 X 3 2 4 X X X X

Philadelphia (Ogontz) 1 3 8 8 2 EL 4 6 8 8 7

Philadelphia (West) 1 7 8 9 3 10 2 4 11 6 EL 81

Westmroland 1 2 4 8 11 9 3 S 10 6 7

Rhode Is land 3 4 6 9 11 7 I 10 I 8 S

Providence 2 8 3 6 11 7 i 9 5 10 4

Warwick 3 2 S 6 7 4 I Il 8 9 lO

South Carolina t X X X X 2 X X 3

Darltngton 2 3 9 6 7 I 8 lO 4 5

GeorOetown S 6 8 lO 9 I 4 2 3 ?

Re_berry 1 3 4 6 l I 8 2 7 10 6 9

Orangebur 9 3 9 5 11 6 10 4 I 2 7 8 12

Richland 2 9 I0 II x x x 4 I 3 X 5 6



TABLE A. 8 (continued)

Comjmter 14arching 0upltcate Hot ! 1ne/ SpEcI al [nforBatton Info,lit 1on

Wilges Unearned _sources Participation Error-Prone inforla) [nternal QC Recertiflcatlon ]nvestlgat(on from Other from Supervisory

Jurisdiction Income Check Profiles _latnts Audit Review Review Units A_ncies Recipient Reviews b Other

South Dakota I 3 9 ]0 8 7 5 6 1] 4 2

Bennett 2 3 7 7 10 5 4 7 6 1

Davt son I 8 9 6 10 4 5 7 Z 3

Tennessee I X X X X X 2 3 X X X

Davldson I 6 S 4 9 3 2 tO Il 8 ?

Sumner 1 2 9 8 6 3 10 ? 4 5

Texas I 9 4 6 8 5 2 7 3

* 8exar

OeWitt ! 2 3 X 5 4 X X X X X

* Harris

Smith 2 3 10 il 6 $ ! II 7 4

Tarramt 3 4 5 7 9 6 Z [[ TO t 6

Utah 3 8 4 I 6 10 ? 2 9 5

Region Z6 6 7 10 Il 6 3 4 5 I 2 12 13 9

I_ Region 7A 2 6 12 11 8 3 9 I 7 6 10 4

GO

Vermont X X X X 2 3 t X 4

Hartford X X X X X X X 4 2 X X ! 3

St. Albans 6 1 4 3 5 11 10 2 7 8 9

Vtrglnla 7 4 it tO I 6 8 9 6 3 ?d

Charlotte I 7 9 2 8 3 5 6 4 10

Hampton lC l 6 10 2 9 5 7 8 4 3

Norfolk IC 1 2 9 3 4 6 8 5 7 lO

* Port slnuth

Pulaski 2 6 7 I 4 S 10 8 3 9

Vlryln islands a 5 3 2 ]. 4



TAgLE A. 6 (continued)

Cool, tar NatchlmJ Dupl1cate H0tl Ina/ Spectal lnf_tton informtton

Mqas Un_r_ed Resources Participation Error-Prone [nforlmnl lnterM1 qC Recertiflcatlon investigation frolmOther from Supervisory

Jur{sdtct{on Incoale Check Profiles Complaints Audit Review Review Units ,,, Agencies Recipient Reviewsb Other

Mashlngton t 3 6 7 2 6 6 9 4 10
Renton I 2 Il 4 8 3 lO 9 6 S 7

Ki mi-Ralal er I 2 3 8 4 5 6 7 Il 9 10
Pierce 1 S X 4 X X X x 3 2 X

Spokane I 2 4 X x 3 X X X X X

Vancouver I 2 5 3 8 6 7 9 4

West Virginia ! ! L lO 6 7 6 ! 9 6

8eckley 8 S 6 9 4 2 lO 7 3 Id

Charlest_ I I 9 10 5 12 8 3 11 6 7 4

blisconstn 2 X X X I X 3 ) X

hyfteld I x X 4 x x x x x S

Oou91as 3 S 2 4 9 I 7 6 8

i_ H{lwoukee 2 I 6 7 12 8 3 6 4 11 10 9
-_l Rock 2 6 S 3 4 7 9 8 I 10
YD

Sauk Il I 6 10 7 2 5 4 12 9 8 3

Wynu{ng ! 3 6 7 4 S Z

Carbon 2 3 6 9 7 4 S lO 8 l

Crook 3 9 I t 4 l0 2 7 6 t 2 5 I 8

Freefmofit I 2 9 11 10 6 4 3 7 8 5

htrona I 2 $ 3 4

Park I 2 11 4 I0 3 6 9 7 8 6

i , , , ,,,,,,, i ,i

*State or local FSA refused Intervteu,

NOTE: This table is based upon Q4.00 in the census and survey instruments.

KEY: 1-13 · Rank order of effectiveness

X . Nethod ts used, but was not ranked,



TAaE A. 8 (continued)

aThe District of Columbia. Guamand the Virgin Islancls were not tnclucled tn the local FSAsurvey because most claims collection activities are centraltzecl in the state*level FSA.

b'supervJsory revttqd" was not tnclucled in the census instrument but was listed by respondents as In "other" often enough to warrant Inclusion as a separate ewtho¢lologlcal category

in the survey instruments,

CComp_termatchwithcreditbureaufiles.

dSpectel case reviews.

eoay-to-My activities of the caseworker.

f#anualbankmatch.

9Roferewcechecks(lamdlord,neighbors).

hRandomhomevisits.

IEmplo)mewtprogram.

JPeer review.

kMonthly reporting.

1Externolaudits.

OD
0



TMLE A.9

THEOitGKNJZATIONAN) STRUCTUREOF THE INVESTIGATIONSTAGEOF THE(;LAINS COLLECTZONPROaESS.

BY STATEANDLOCALFSA

Functional Level investtgltton Includes Relittve [q)hasis

of Staff Ttle Period over Search for Addfttonil an FrM and

Responsible for Whtch Overtssuance Errors amd/or Program Referral for Fraud Nonfraod Cues tn

investigations Xs £alcutitod (Years) Vtolattoes investigation Nade Investigation and

(QS.0S) {q6_09) (q5.10) Prior to Any Estabiislment

Suspected Suspected Suspected invest 1gatIon Efforts

Juri_Cltctlm Fraud Nonfraud Fraud gonfraud Fraud Nonfraud (qS.OiJ (q$.03)

ATabm AL AL 6 6 Yes Yes No Fraud

Bt_ AL AL S 6 No No Yes No differeKe

Etmda_ AL AL 6 6 No No NO NOdlffer_Ke

Framk!lin CL C1 ! ? ! 2 NO No Yes Fraud
i!! _!!

Nobt1, CL Cl. 6 6 No No No Fraud

AL AL 6 ! Yes Yes No Fraud

Alauka FS AL S I Yes NO Yes No dtfference

/_.chor4g_ldoon **

Ar tzona FS AL DK OK Yes Yes No Fraud

I_irt cop4 **

NaveJo '*

Arkansas AL AL 3.SC 3 Yes No No Frawd

C1_ **

Pht111ps **

*Cal 1lorn1 ii

Los Mgale$ FL.AL AL DE ! OK OK No No dtffersnce

San Bernlrdtno AL.Ct.FL AL.CL 6 ! Yes No Yes No difference

San JoJluln AL.CL_FL )L.CL 6 ! Yes No Yes No dtffersKe

' SonOill

* YOIo



TABLEA. 9 (continued)

Fonctioaal Level %nvestigitlon ]ncludes Relitive EN)hasts

of Staff Time Period over Search for Ad(litlo_l on Fraud and

Responsible for Whtc_ Overtssuance Errors and/or Progrm Noferra] for Frllod Nonfrlud Cases in

[rwesttg4ttons Is CJlculatod (Years) Violations Znvestlgatlon Ikde Znvestlgatlon and

(_S.OS) (_S.09) (OS.10) Prior to Any Estibllsment

Suspected Suspected Suspected [nvest tgat Ion Efforts

_lurisdtction Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Noefraud Fraud Nonfrllud _S. Ol) {qS.03_

Co1ora do FL AL 6 6 Yes Yes Yes Fraud

Boulder AL,CL AL,CL DE DE Yes Yes No Freud

Denver AL,FL AL,FL #G NG Yes Yes Yes No difference

GunnIson-Hinsdale AL AL DE DE Yes Yes No NOdifference
. Hesa

Pueblo AL,FL AL,FL 6 6 Yes Yes No Fraud

Connect cut FS CL,CS Var1es Var res NO NO No Fraud I
J

i

* NOv Haven

* Torrington

Dela_re FS AL 5 ! Yes Yes No NOdifference

i_ NewCast le *'
Oo Sussex **

District of Coludala e FS CS 3 3 Yes Yes No No difference

F1or i da FD CD 6 1, Z,$d Yes Yes Yes Fraud
Oade **

Polk **

Georgl a AL,FS AL 6 ] Yes Yes NO Fraud

Btbb AL AL 4 RD Yes Yes No NOdifference

Colqultt AL AL 6 ! Yes Yes NO NOdifference

Fulton FO AL,CL 6 ! Yes Yes No No difference

Nadlson AL AL OE DE Yes Yes No No difference
Peach

GuMa CS,FS CS.FS 6 I Yes Yes Yes Fraud



TABLEA.g (continued)

F_ctto_41 Lave! Investigation Includes, Relitiw Elphisis

of Staff Ttae Period over Search for Additional on Freud Iml

Responsible for Which OvertssuaKe Errors a,d/or Progr68 _ferrl! for Fraud Noufr41d Cas, In

Investigations Is Calculated (Years) Violations lnvestigi_ion IMde lnwsttgetton and

((IS,OS) (q6.09) (q5.10) Prior to Afiy EstiblJstdmmt

Suspected Suspected Suspected Invest Igat 1on Efforts

JurtMItCtle, Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nmfraud Freud NmJfraud (qs. oz) (qS.03)

FlavmtI , AL,FS AL 6 6 No No No Fraud

14Dnolu_# _ **i

llaul , **

Idaho: :, i AL.F$ AL 6 I Yes Yes Yes No dtffereKe

* Mille

W _lJ,.

* Ovyb_ .:

* Sheshone

1111nots AL,CS,FS AL,FS Varies 6 No No No No difference

i Cock Co. (_&hlmd) AL AL G 6 Yes Yes No modifferenceOo
(.u Cook Co. (England) FS AL.FL 6 ] Yes Yes No No dffferamce

CoQkCO,(Garfield) AL,FL,FS AL,FL DE DE Yes Yes No NOdifference

Coak CQ_(S. Suburban) AL AL 0[ 6 yes YeS NO NOdlffefwfice

_-eeM AL AL DE DE Yes Yes No No differefice

lndt f_a, AL AL 6 6 Yes Yes No No dlf fereKe

Adams NAt AL MA 6 M Yes IIA M

A1len CL (1 6 6 Yes Yes NO No difference

I_rlon AL: AL 6 6 Yes Yes Yes No difference

Scott AL AL #G NG Yes Yes Yes No difference

Wi)me AL,CL N.,CL 6 2 Yes Yes No No difference

Io_ FS AL Varies Varies No No No Fraud

]Okra **

Webster **



TAg.£ A.9 (continued)

Functional Level Investigation Includns Relative EmMsls

of Staff Time Period over Search for Additional on Fraud and

Responsible for Whtch Overlssnance Errors and/or Pr_ram Referral for Fraud No,freod Cmns In

Investigations is Calculated (Years) Violations Investigation Nade Investigation md

(qS.0S) (q5. O9) {qS. lO) Prior to Any [stabl IslINmt

Suspected Suspected Suspected Invest 1gatIon Efforts

,1ur1sdlctl on Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud {qs. ol) (q5.03)

Kansas AL.FO AL 3 3 Yes Yes No No difference

Cherokee AL.FO AL 3 3 Yes Yes No No difference

Frmkl in AL AL 3 3 Yes Yes No No difference

Ltnn AL.FO AL 3 3 Yes Yes NO No difference

Wtchtta AL,FL AL.FL 3 3 Yes Yes No No difference

Wyandotte AL.FL AL.FL 0[ DE Yes Yes No No differe,ce

Kentucky AL. CL.FS AL.CL 6 2 Yes No No No difference

Be11 AL. F$ AL 6 2 Yes Yes No Nonfraud

Carter AL AL 6 2 Yes Yes No No difference

Hart AL.FS AL 2 2 Yes Yes No No difference

Jefferson AL.FS AL DE DE Yes Yes No No dtfference

1 Todd AL.FS AL DE ? Yes Yes No No difference
Oo

Loutstma FD AL 6 6 Yes Yes No NOdifference

Cad(lo AL AL 5 6 Yes Yes NO NOdifference

Lincoln AL AL 6 6 No No NO NOdifference

Or leans FL FL 6 6 Yes Yes Yes NOdifference

St. Tamauy AL AL NG NG Yes Yes No Fraud

Tanglpahoa AL AL 0E DE Yes Yes No No difference

Natne AL.FS AL Varies ! Yes Yes Yes Nonfreud

Augusta AL AL NG ! Yes Yes No Fraud
Lewtston AL AL DE I Yes Yes No No difference

Nary land AL,FS AL.FS 6 I Yes Yes No NOdifference

A1legany AL AL DE I Yes Yes NO Fraud

Baltimore City AL,CL.FS AL.CL NG 1 Yes Yes NO No difference

Baltimore County CL Cl. DE I Yes Yes No Fraud

Fredertck AL AL DE 1 Yes Yes No Freud

Hont9omery CL,FS CL NG I Yes Yes Yes NOdifference



TABLEA.9 (continued)

Functiomil Level Investigation [ncludes Relatfve Emphasts

of Staff Ttle Period over Search for Additfonal on Fnlud and

Responsible for _hlch Overtssu_nce Errors and/or Prqral Referral for Fraud Nonfraud Cases tn

lnvestt_ttms Is Calculated (Years) Violations Investigation Nide lnvestigatlom ired

[(_.OS} (C]5,09) (q57L0) Prior to Any EstabltsMimt

Suspected Suspected Suspected Invest tgtt ion Efforts

.1ur1sd!Ctl_ Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nanfraud Fraud Nonfraud (qs. ol} (Q5.03)
I

NessachuSe_s CS,FS AL 6 I No No Yes No difference

galdm FS,C3 M 6 6 Yes Yes IX( No difference

RosTIndale F$,CS AL 6 6 Yes Yes No No difference
i !

#fchfg aa AL,FL,FS AL,CL 6 I go No Yes No dtffereKe

Ber_rle# CL,FS (1 6 ! Yes Yes No No dtffenence

Brimch AL,FL AL 6 ! Yes Yes No No difference

IMcolb CL,FL N. 6 1 Yes Yes Yes Nonfriud

St. CleJr CL,FL Ct. 6 ! Yes Yes Yes No difference

Wayne AL,CL,FS AL,CL 6 I Yes Yes Yes No dfffereKe

Ninnes_j AL,FL AL 6 ] Yes Yes Yes I(o dtffereKe

I_ C1ay: FL M ,FL DE DE Yes Yes Yes No dtfferenceCo
L_ AL,LL M DE I Yes Yes No No difference

Henn_ ! ! ! FL N. DE NAt,nEd Yes Yes No No difference

RamSeY AL,FL,CL M,CL NG I No Yes No No difference

14asece AL,FL,LL AL,LL 1 I Yes Yes Yes Ilonfraud

gtss lsslppi AL.CS AL,CS 6 6 Yes Yes Yes Fraud

Attata AL M RO RD Yes Yes No No difference

Hi Ms AL AL 3 3 Yes Yes No Fraud

LoNndes AL AL 6 6 Yes Yes No No difference

Hadtson AL AL 6 6 Yes Yes Yes No difference

Ti shemingo AL AL 6 6 Yes Yes No No difference

Nlssourf FO FD 5,7 c JIG Yes Yes Yes No differeKe

Buchanan AL AL 6 6 Yes Yes No No dtfference

Jackson AL AL 6 NG Yes Yes Yes No differeKe

Lafayette AL AL RD RD Yes Yes No No difference

Pett ts AL AL 7 I Yes Yes Yes No dIf fer_nce

St. Loufs AL,CL AL,CL 6 DE Yes Yes Yes Fraud



TABLEA.9 (cmtineed)

Function41 Level investigation Includes Relative Emphasis
of Staff Ttme Period over Search for Additional on Fraud and

Responsible for Which Overtssuance Errors and/or ProQral Referral for Fraud Nonfraed Cases in

TnveStigatices Is Calculated (Years) Violations Investigation 14adc Investigation and

((2S.0S) ((_.09) {C_S.lO) Prior to Any Establlshaent

Suspected Suspected Suspected Invest igat Ion Efforts

Jurisdiction Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Ncefra-d Fraud licefraud (qS.Ol} (qS.03}

14ontana AL AL 6 6 Yes Yes No Nonfreud

Cascade AL,FL AL,FL NG NG Yes Yes No No dlffereKe

Levi s & C1ark FL FL NG DE Yes Yes No Nonfraud

Nebraska FS AL 6 I Yes Yes Yes NOnfreud

Grand Island AL AL 6 I No No No No difference

Lexington AL,FS AL S 5 No No No No difference

Lincoln AL AL 6 1 No No No No difference

Omaha AL,FL AL,CL DE DE Yes Yes Yes Nonfreud

Seward AL AL 2 2 No No No Nonfraud

Nevada CL,FL CL 6 6 Yes Yes No Fraud

I Clark *'
CO

Washoe **

New Hampshire FS CS 6 t Yes No Yes No difference

DOVer **

Keerle **

New 3ersey FL CL 6 6 Yes Yes No NoRfraud

BurlingtOn FL FL 6 6 Yes Yes Yes No difference

Camden AL,FL AL 6 I Yes Yes No Fraud

Essex CL CL 6 6 Yes Yes No Fraud

Hudson CL CL 6 6 Yes Yes Yes No difference

Middlesex AL,CL,FL AL,CL 5 NG Yes No No No difference

NewMexico AL AL 6 6 Yes Yes Yes No difference

Bernal i 1lo AL AL 4 4 Yes Yes Yes No dtfference

Clbola AL AL DE DE Yes Yes Yes No difference



TABLEA,9 (ccmttnued)

Functional Level Investigation Includes Relative Emphasis

of Staff Ttme Period over Search for Additional on Fraud and

Responsible for Which Overlssuance Errors and/or Program Referral far Fraud Nonfrlud Cases In

investigations Is Calculatod (Years) Violations Investigation 14add Investigation and

(_. OS) ((]5.09} (q5. !0) Pr 1or to Any Estab1Istammt

Suspected Suspected Suspected Invest igat ion Efforts

Jurtr_i(:_ton Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfraud (q5. Ol) (qS.03}

r: i_i

York . AL,FL JlLoFL 6 I Yes Yes No No dffference
i! !!!i

* Broom

Cart llnd CL AL.CL DE DE Yes Yes Yes No difference

Erie AL,CL,FL M,CL 3 3 Yes No No No difference
/

CL,FL CL,FL 6 12 Yes Yes Yes No difference

*_ i

North ClllrOlima AL,FL AL.CL 6 I Yes Yes Yes No difference
I I '

Cravafi CL C_ RD RD Yes Yes NO NOdifference

ForS_h CL CL 6 DE Yes Yes Yes No difference
HalJ fix CL AL 6 3 Yes Yes Yes Fraud

Ha ,_ CL AL,CL S S Yes Yes Yes NOdifferencei'

Yancey AL AL DE DE Yes Yes Yes Nonfraud

aa *North I)akota

Cass AL AL DE OE Yes Yes No No dtfferonce

EamoM AL AL 6 I NO NO Yes NOdifference
2

Grand Forks AL AL 6 6 Yes Yes No NOdifference

Hountrll I AL AL I I Yes Yes No No difference

Stu_sium AL AL I J. No No No No difference
!i ' i

Ohio CL AL 6 I Yes No No Fraud

CuYOhogi FL AL.CL DE 6 Yes No Yes Fraud

Oelavare AL K DE DE Yes Yes No Nonfraud

Frmklin AL,CL AL,CL 7 7,1d Yes Yes NO No difference

NaNOntag FL FL DE DE Yes Yes No NOdifference

Rtchland FL K OE I Yes Yes No Nonfraud
I '

0klaham AL,FS & Varies I Yes Yes No No difference

Carter **

Custer **



TAGLEA. 9 (continued)

Funct$o_l Level Investigation Includes Relative Emphasis

of Stiff Tile Periocl over Search for A(klltlonal on Fraud and

Responsible for Which Overissuance Errors and/or Program Referral for Fraud Nonfreud Cases $n

InveStigations Is Calculated (Years) Violations Investigation IMde Investigation md

_qs.os) (QS.O9) (Q$.10) Prior to Any Establlshlefit

Suspected Suspected Suspected Invest 1gatIon Efforts

Jurisdiction Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Nonfrau_ Fraud Nonfraud (qS. Ol) {qs. 03}

Oregon CO,CS AL,CS 6 6 Yes Yes Yes Fraud

Albany AL,CS AL,CS DE DE Yes Yes Yes No difference

Cottage Grove AL,CS AL,CS DE DE Yes Yes No No difference

East Portland AL,CS AL,CS 6 3 Yes Yes No No difference

Spt1ngfteld AL,CS AL,CS NG I Yes Yes Yes No difference

Wst Eugene AL,CS AL,CS 6 6 Yes Yes Yes NOdifference

Pennsyivm la CL Cl. OK OK Yes No No Fraud

Lycomtng AL M 4 4 Yes Yes No Fraud

Phtludelphta (Center) AL AL DE DE Yes Yes Yes No difference

Philadelphia (Ogontz) AL AL DE DE Yes Yes No No difference

i_ Philadelphia (West) AL AL I I No No Yes NOdSfference
Oo IWesteoreland AL AL 6 6 No No No NOdifference
GO

Rhode Island AL.CS AL,CS 6 ! Yes Yes Yes No difference

Providence **

Ma_tck **

South Carolina CL CL 6 1,6 d Yes Yes No No difference

Oarl lngton CL Cl. 6 !,6 d Yes Yes No No difference

Georgetown CL CL 6 I,ROd Yes Yes No NOdlf ference

Nedberry CL CL 6 RD No No NO Fraud

Orangeburg CL CL S S Yes Yes NO NOdifference

Richland CL CL 6 1,6 d Yes Yes NO Fraud

South Dakota AL,FL AL 6 1 Yes Yes Yes No difference

6ennett **

Day{son **

Tennessee FL AL 6 1 Yes No Yes No dtfference

Oavldson CL,FL CL 6 I Yes No No No d{f ference

Sumer AL AL 6 1 Yes Yes No Fraud



TABLEA.9 (continued)

Functional Level Investigation Includes Relative Elphasls

of Staff TtBE Pertud over Search for Additional on Frmudand

Responsible for Which Overtssuance Errors and/or Program RefeT_al for Fraud Nonfraud Cases tn

Investigations Is Calculated (Years) Violations Investigation Hide Investigation and

(qS_OS) (qs. 09) (qs, 10) Prtot to Any EstabI lSlilaut

Suspected Suspected Suspected Invest !gat 1on Efforts

3url_dtctlqm Fraud Ikmfriud Fraud Nonfraud Fraud Hontraud (QS.01) (qS.03)

Texas FL AL 6 6 Yes Yes No Fraud

' kx_r

De_tt FL AL DK DK Yes Yes _f. No difference

* HOTTtS

_lfth FS AL 3 DE Yes Yes NO No difference

TiY_mt AL,FI) AL.CD DE DE Yes Yes No Fraud

UtMI AL.Cl. _L 6 6 Yes Yes NO No dtffeneKe

I_!m 2B **

gmgicm lA t.

Vemmt FS AL 3 ! Yes Yes Yes No difference

Hmrtford *'*
I

OO St. AJMm w*qD

Vlrgbtl CL,Fi. AL 6 I Yes Yes No Fraud

chirl_tt/ FL AL 5 DE Yes VL_ NO Fraud

Cl. (1 6 6 Yes Yes NO Fraud

No_l_t_ ;K FL AL,CL 7 DE Yes Yes NO Fraud

* Po.FtBWMJUi

Pul_lsk'r _ FL !AL DE DE Yes Yes Yes Fraud

Vt_ta [slimds a FS,LS CD Varies Varies NO No Yes Fraud

Idashington FS CIL 6 2 No No Yes No difference
Benton CL (1 6 NG Yes Yes No Freud

KIng-Ritnior AL,CL ALoCL NG 2 Yes Yes NO Fraud

PtE_Ce AL,FL AL NG 2 Yes No NO No difference

Spokane CL CL 2 2 Yes Yes Yes No differeKe

Vancouver CL G 6 2 Yes Yes NO No dlffereKe



TABLEA,9 (continued)

Fencttonal Level investigation Includes Relitlve Emphasis

of Staff Time Period over Search for Additiorml on Fraud and

Respensible for Which OvertssuaKe Errors and/or Progral Referral for Fraud Nonfrlud Cases in

levesttgattons is calculated (Years) Violations investigation Nede Investigation md

(qs.os) (_S.09) (qS. 10) Prior to Any Establishment

Suspected Suspected Suspected invest igat ion If forts

Juri sdlcttee Fraud Ronfraud Fraud #onfraud Fraud Idonfraud iq5.01) (qS. 03)

West Virginia CS,F$ CS Varies Varies Yes Yes Yes Fraud

BeckI ey · *

Charleston **

Wisconsin FLb,LL AL I ! Yes Yes No No difference

Bayfleld AL AL ! I Yes Yes Yes No difference

Douglas AL.FL AL 6 DE.6d Yes Yes No No difference

Hi lwaukee AL AL 6 6 Yes Yes No No difference

Rock AL AL,FL DE ! No No No Nonfraud

5auk LL AL I I Yes Yes Yes #Onfriud

i_ Wyeelng AL AL 6 § Yes Yes NO NOdifference
Carbon AL AL 2 2 Yes Yes Yes NOdifference

0
Crook AL AL 6 6 Yes Yes No #o difference

Freemont AL AL DE DE Yes Yes No No difference

Natroea AL AL 2 2 Yes Yes No No difference

Park AL AL DE 1 Yes Yes No Fraud

*State or local FSA refused interview.

**This series of questions was not asked tn the interviews with local FSAs in states where the claims process is predominantly state-operated.

NA The question is not applicable to this local FSP systm.

DI( The information vas not available at the time of the Interview.

lief. Respondent refused to answer question.



TABLE A. 9 (continued)

_YS: Functional Level: A · Agency Time Period: DE · Date of error

C - Claims/Collections Unit ICG, No established guidelines

F , Fraud/Investigation Unit RD· Nm-ch 1979

L · Legal Authority

For each of the above,

code vlhether tt is:

L - Lccal/County

D · Dlstrict/pegton

S - State

aThe District of Columbia, Guamand the Virgin Islands vere not tnclodod tn the local FSAsurvey because most claims collection activitlus ere

centralized In the state- level FSA.

bThis refers to I fraud Investigator vtthtn the office, rather thin a specialized fraud unit,

CThe first figure refers to suspected fraud pursued through criminal proceedings, the second to suspected fraud I_rsued through administrative

disqualification hHr Ings.

dThe first ftgure refers to overtssumces due to agency error, the second to overissuances due to household error.

eA case of suspected fraud has never been pursued in this local FSA.

I:_ leases due to IgmCy eeret are not pursued.
_dC)



TABLEA. 10

OUF,ACTERISTICSOF THE INVESTIGATIONSTAGEOF THECLAJNSCOLLECTIONPROCESS,

BY STATE AND LOCAL FSA

14ethodsUsedto Investigate the Claim and

an Estimation of Their Frequency of Use ......
Chm'ectErlst iCS of

Suspected Fraud (QS.18) Nonfr.aud (QS.11) Existence of Systemfor CaseMhlch IncreAse

NOt Not Priofltfzln 9 Cases L!kellhoed of Investigation

AlkmyS AI_ByS AlwAys Always Suspected Freud Nonfraud Suspected Fraud Nenfraud

Jurl_dfc_fem Used Used Used Used . . [qS. 19) (qs. 12) (05. 20) CqS.13}

A1_imt C,l,J H C.I,T H No No

lt_' : i_!_ C.I T C I,P,T No NO

Et&VaN C I,H.T C ! ,P,T No No

FPmkltn; C 1.P,T,_ C I,P.T Yes Yes A,O,Q,R,Nb E.D

NOM1e C I,P,T._ C ! .P,T Yes Yes H,P,D,Q,R.Nb O

gorgm C Z,P.r C ! ,P,T Yes Yes A,O.R N,A,O

Almka C,H.T I,f C ! ,H,T Yes No H,P,NoD,Q,R

_chorige-guldoon "*

I'_ I_t.chfkan

Ari:_aml C,T I,F C I,H,T Yes No N,D,Q,R

Nari cope fi

flirt Jo '_ **

Arkansas C I,H,T,F C I,N.T.0 c Yes No D,q,R

Clay *'

PhIIIIN **

*California

Los _les CoP,I,T,F H C P.I,T Yes No A,O.Q,R,I_

San llent_no C,Y,¥ P,],H C,T P,l,H No No

Sin 3oiqgtrl C T,Wb ,P.I ,H C T,P,I ,H No No

· Sonora

· YQIo



TABLEIL IO (continued)

Neth_s Used to Investigate the Claim and

an Estiaatton of Their FrequencI of Use
CharKterist tcs of

Suspected Fraud ((]5. 18) Nonfraud _q5. 11) Existence of System for Case Which Increase

Not Not PrJorltlztn_ Cases Likelihood of lnvestt(Jation

Alsys Always Always Arrays Suspected Frlud Nonfraud Suspected Fraud Nonftaud

Jurisdiction Used Used Used Used (qS.t9) {qS.12) (q5.20) (05,!3)

Colorado C.T i .H,F C [ ,H,T Yes Yes N,A,D,Q,R E,N,A,O

Boulder C P, I,H,T,Wb C P,l ,H,T Yes Yes H,D,Q.R D

Denver C i ,H, f,Wb C [ ,H,T No NO

Gumisofi-Hinsdal e C,T P, ],H C,T P,] ,H No No

* Nesdl

Pueblo C P,I,H,T,IWb C P,I.H.T Yes Yes N,A,D,Q,R.Nb E,N,A,D

Connecticut C,1 C [ ,H.1 No No

Ne_ Haven **

Torrfngtce *'

Delaware C I,H,T C ] ,H,T Yes Yes D,Q,R D

I:_ NewCastle ")
_C)
-k_ Sussex dd,

Oistrtct of Columbiaa C Z,H,T,F C.i H,T Yes Yes P,N,O,Q,R N

Florida C.T H.F C T Yes Yes H,O,Q.R E,N,A,D

Oade *'

Polk **

Georgta C, ] H, T,F C [ ,T Yes No A,D,Q. R
Gibe C C,[ P,H,T Yes No A,O

Colqut tt NAn C P,I ,H.T gA No
Fu1ton gAn C P,i ,T gA Yes N.A,O

Nadtson C P, [ ,T C P,l ,T No go

* Peach

Guaila C,Oc [,H.I',F C,Oc I ,H,T Bo 14o



TABLEA. IQ (continued)

kktthuds Used to Investigate the Claim and

an EsttMtton of T_t.r Fre_uenc_ of Use
Characteristics of

,SuspectedFraud (QS.[8} Nonfraud (Q$.Ii} £xtstmce of System for CaseWhtch lncrei_e

NOt Not PrlorttlzimJ Cases Llkellho_l of ln_sti21tlon

Alw4ys Al_llys AIw_s Alwlys Suspected Fraud Nonffilud Suspected Fraud Nonfraud

3urt sd Ic;tto. Used Used Used Used (QS.19) (q6. 12) (qs. ZO) (qS. 13)

fimdfl C.I,T H,F C [,H,T Yes No A.D,Q.R

Iteol_iu "

Haut **

Idaho C [,H,T,F C I,H,T No Yes E,N.A,O

wad i :

* OormevI1le

- Canyon

* Oid_ee

* SlicGhone

Zlllnols C I.H.T C l ,H.T Yes No H,P.N.A,O,Q.R

i_ Cook CO. (,qshland) C P,I.H.T,W b C P.I,H,T No No

_ Cook Co. (En91&qmod) C P,I,H.T.W b C P.] .H.T Yes Yes P.N,A,Q.R,i4b P,E.N.A,O

Codr Co. (Gltrfteld) C P,I,H,T C PoI,H,T tb No

Cook Co. (S. Suburbln) C,T P,I,H,# b ¢,T P.I,H No No

Qreem C P,I,T,Id b C.P.I,T No No

lndJina C,T C,T I lb No

Adams M ° C P,I.T NO No

A1!in C.T P, !, H,li b C P. [ ,H,T NO No

I#rf_ C T C T Yes Yes A.O O

Scott C P,I,T,W b C P,!,T No Yes A

klm)me C P,Z,H,T,Wb C P,! ,H,T Yes Yes NoA,O,Q.R II,N,A.O

lod C,T I,H,F C I .H.T No No

Iow **

Webster **



TABLEA. 10 (continued)

Nethods Used to ]nvesttgate the Clatm and

an Estimation of Thmtr Frequency of Use
Characteristics of

Suspected Fraud (qS. 18) Nenfraud (qS. li) Existence of System for CaseWhich lncreese

Not Not Prlorltlzln 2 Cases Lfkelfhood of Investigation

Alwys Always Always Always Suspected Fraud Nonfraud Suspected Fraud Nonfraud

Jur_,sdSet$on Used Used Used Used (_. Lg) IqS. t2) (_. 20) (qS. 13)

Kansas C.T I,H,F C T Yes No N.O.Q.R

Cherokee C,T P,l.W b C,! P,l Yes No P,N,A,O,Q.R,Nb

Frmkl tn C,T P,I,H,Wb C.! P, ! .H No 14o

Lien C,T P,I,U b C,T P,l No No

Wichtta C P,l ,H, T.Wb C P,[ ,H,T No No

_amdotte C,I,T H,Wb C,T P,l .H Yes No H,P,N,A,DoQ,R,Nb

Kentucky C.I,T C,l T No No

Bell C P,I,T,W,O -1 C P,I,T,O J NO No

Carter C P. I,T C P,l .T No No

Hart C P, [,T C P.! ,T No No

Jefferson C P, I. T C P,I ,T Yes Yes O O

I Todd C.T P. l C,T P.I NO No
C_

Louisiana C, I H.T,F C 1.T No No

Glddo C P.I.H, T.Wb C P,I .H,T NO No

Lincoln C P,I,T C P.] ,T No No

Or1ems C,T P, l C,T P, ! NO No

St. Tammany C P. I,H,T C Poi ,H,T Yes Yes A.O,Q,R.Nb P,E,N,A,O

Tangtpahue C P,I,H,T C P.I,H,1 No No

Nofne C I,H,T C l ,H,T NO No

/_gust a C P, I.H, T,Wb C Poi .H.T No No

Lewiston C P. 1. T C P,l .T Yes Yes Q,R H,N,A,D

Naryland C,T !,H C,T Yes Yes N.D.Q,R N,A,O

A1legany C P, ! ,T,IWb C P,I ,T OK No

Baltimore City C,T.Wb P,I,H C P,Z.T No No

Balt Imore County C T,Wb C,T,Om P,] Yes Yes O,O E,O,O

Freder fck C,Om I, T C,Om ! ,T No No

Nontgomery C,T P T C,P Yes No A



TABLFA. tO (continued)

_th_ls Used to Investigate the Ctal. and

In Estimation of Their Frequency of Use
CharKtertst Ics of

Susp_ted Fraud (QS.!6} Nonfrawd (QS.11) Existence of Systemfor Case iihtch increase
Not Not Prlorlttztn 9 Cases LIkelihoQd of Znv_st!gatlOn

AIvoyS Always AhdayS Alweys Suspected Freud Nonfreud Suspected Fraud Nonfroud

Jurlsdtctl on Used Used Used Used (q5.19) (Q5.12) (QS.20) (Q6.13)

IMssacltuMtts C T C Yes No D,Q,R

IMlden , OK OK C ] OK No

NOS1_Je M n M C P.l ,H,T IIA No

i41chlgim (i .: m: C I.H,T,F C [.T Yes No D,Q.R

Norrlen C, l T,iib C.T I Yes No O,Q,R,iib

9rmgik C P.I.H,1,W b C P.I.T No No

iiacMk C. [ ,T p,iib C P,! ,H,T Yes No N,A,O,q,R

St. Cllier C,T P,I,H,Wb C.T p, [ No No

ibJm_ C P. !,H)T,Wb C P,].H.T . No No

MinnesOta C,T [,H.F C,] H,T Yes Yes N.A,D,Q,R N,A,O

i_ Clay L 1,Wb CoI,H C P.! .T Yes No H,N.A,D.Q,R,N/)
Oakota C,P Z,H, T C,P Z,T Yes Yes R,fi, D,Q,R,Nb A

-..j

I_nn4)ifi C PoI,H,T,U b C P,[ ,T.OI Yes Yes N.A,O.Q,R.14b N.A,D

RmtS_ily C,T P,I.H,T,kl b C P.I,T Yes Yes H,P,N,A.O,Q,R.Mb E.A.O

Idaseca C P, i C P,] .H No NO

Miss fssIplaf C !, H, T,F c ] ,H,T ,Od No No

Attila C P,I,TiW b C P,l,J NO No

Hi nds C P, !. T C P. [ .T Yes No D

LOM_cles' C P,],T C P,! ,T NO No

Hedtsot_ C P,1, T C P.T No No

Tfskmfmp C p,I,T,W b C P.! ,T No No

Hi sseurt C,T [ ,ii, F C.T ! Yes Yes N.D.0 0

Buckram C P,I,T,U b C P,[,T Yes Yes N,O.R,Nb E.A

Jackson C P,T C P.T No No

Lafayette C P,!.T C P,! ,T No No

Pert ts C,T p, !.H.Wb C,T P,[ .H mo No

St. Louis C p,i,T,W b C P,],T No No



TABLE A. lO (continued)

Nethods Used to Znvesttgate the Claim amd

an Estimation of Their Frequenc}, of Use

CharaCteristics of

Suspected Freud (OS. [8) Nonfreud (qS. IX) Existence of System foe Case Which Increase

Not Not Prloeitlztn 2 Cases Lfkellhood of Investigation

Always Always Always Always Suspected Fraud Nonfr4lud Suspected Fraud Nonfreud

Jurf sdlct Ion Used Used Used Used (QS. $9) (05. i2) (IS. 20) (qS. 13}

Nontana C.T [,H,F C [,H,T Yes Yes P,A,D.Q,R H,P,N.A,D

Cascade C P,I.H,T C P,I.H,T Yes Yes P,N,A.D.Q,R.N b P,E,N,A,O

Lewfs & Clark C.T P,I,H C.T P,I.H NO Yes A.O

Nebraska C !.H,T C [,H,T Yes No N,D,Q,R

Grand Is !amt C,T Wb C H.Z,T No No

Lexington C P.].T,W b C P,] ,T No No

Ltncoln C H.I,T C H,I,T No No

Omaha C H,I.T C H,I ,T Yes Yes D.R N,O

Seward C.T.W b P,I,H C P,I,H.T Yes Yes H.P,N,A.D,q.R,N b H,E,N,D

Nevada C,T ].H,F C,T ! ,H Yes Yes N,A,D,q,R N.A.D

i_ C1ark _*
_:) Washoe
Oo

Hampshire C,T I.H.F C Yes No P,N,A,D.Q.R

(]over **

I_ane t.

New Jersey C, ] H,T,F C ! ,H,T Yes Yes N,A,D,Q,R E,N,A.D

Burlington C H,T,Wb C T No Yes A

Camden C,T P.I,H.W b C.T P,! ,H No Yes N,A

Essex C,T P, I C,T P.! Yes Yes N,D N,D

Hudson C, T P, ! ,H,Wb C ,T P, ] ,H No Yes A

#tdcllesex C,T P,X.H,W b C I Yes Yes P,N.A,D,Q,R,N b O

Ney Next co C,[ H,T,F C,] H,T NO No

Bemal ti 1o C P.] ,H, T.Wb C P,! .H.T No No

Cibola C P,I,H,T.W b C P.] .H,T NO No



TABLE A. 10 (continued)

Idiethods Used to Investigate the Claim and

an Estimation of Their Frequency of Use
CharaCteristics of

Suspected Fraud (06.18) Nonfraud (QS.il) Extstmce of System for CaseWhich Increase
Not Not Prioritizing Cases LIkellheod of Investigation

Alueys Alm_ Always Always Suspected Fraud Nonfreud Suspected Fraud Nonfraud

3urisd_ctton Used Used Used Used ((IS.19) .....(q6. 12) (QS.Lq)J (OS.$3)

Ned YOd C,T I.H,F C.l H.T No No

· areola '

Cortland C,P,I,H,T,Id b C P,i ,HoT Yes No N,O,R

C loH,T,bJ) C,T ! .H Yes No P,N.A,O.Q,R

i' _tt_: c l.t c No No

! iii_i!ti :!i

C I,H,T,F C 1,H,T Yes Yes O O

C,i P,T,Wi) C 1,1 No NO

C,#b [,H,T C I,H.T No Yes E

C,I,T,Id b H C,T P,I ,H Yes No O,O

Hii_B i C.P.I,H,T,kl b C.T P,[ NO NO

i_ Vanc_ i_ C P,H.T,14b C I.H.T Yes Yes O,Q.R.O E,N,A,Di I :i

_o
· North Dakota

Cass C P, I.T C P.I .T No No

F.mlOlU C,Om P, !,T C.Om P. ! .T No No

Graud Fo_tKS C,I,T P,H,kib C P.I,H,T No No

Nomtrat I C, l P,H,T C,I P.H,T NO Yes A

StUtsmm C,I P,T C.I P.T NO No

Ohto C,I,F T C,I Yes Yes P,N.A,O,Q,R P,N.A,D

Cuyahoga C P,I,H,T,Id b C P,I,H,T Yes Yes D P,N,O

Oe1ammre C P,I,H,T C P.l .H.T NO No

Franklin C,T p, Z.blb C.T P, I NO No

Nlhontng C P. I, T,gl) C P. I .T Yes Yes D.Q,R N.A.D

Rich land C,H p,I.T,W b C P,1 .H,T No No



TABLEA.10 (continued)

Nothods Usedto Investigate the Claim and

an Estimation of Thetr Frecluenc2fof Use
Chlracter$ st {cs of

Suspected Fraud (CS.18) Nonfraud {qS. ][_ Existence of Systl for Case Which increase

Not Hot Prlorttlzln 9 Cases LlkellNood of %nvestt2atlon

Aiwy5 Always Always Always Suspected Fraud Nonfraud Suspected Fraud Nonfraud

.luri sdlctlen Used Used Used Used {qS. I9} (q6. tZ) (qs. 20) (q_. 13}

Oklahoma C,T I,H C,T I,H Yes Yes H,N,A,O,Q,R E,N,A,D,Oe

Carterfthe above,

code vlhether tt is:

L

Albany C I.H.T.ii b C I ,H,T No No

Cottage Grove C P, 1,T C P,I ,T No No

East Portland C P.I,H,T,14b C P,I ,H,T No No

Springfield C T C P,! ,T No Yes O

West Eugene C P. [,H,T C P,i oH,T NO No

_> Pennsylvaula C T.F C I .T Yes No QoR
I O,Q,R,Nb_-. Lyoamincj C P, %,H,T C P.] ,H,T Yes No

O
O Phi ledelphle (Center) C,T P,Z C,T P.I NO No

Philadelphia (l_cmtz) C,T P. I,H C.T P,I ,H No No

Phi1edell_$a (West) C.T P,I,H C,T P,I,H OK No

kestmoreland C P,Z,H,T C P,I,H,T No No

I_ode Island C I,P,H,T,F C I,H.T,P No No

ProvSdence "'*

South Carolina C I,H,T C I.H.T NO Yes H

Oar1lngton C Po[ .H, ToiWb C,Z P,H,T NO Yes H.P,E .N,A,D

Georgetown C P,l,T.Id b C P,I ,T No No

Newberry C, ] P,H,T,_b C,! P,H.T Yes Yes N.D.Q,R E,A

Orangeburg C P.T,Wb C P,I ,H.T No No

Richland C P, i,H. Tolib C P,[ ,H,T Yes Yes O,O H,E



TABLEA. lO (continued)

Hethods Used to Investigate the Clatll and

an Est$iitlon of Thetr Frequenc_ of Use
CharKterist 1cs of

Suspected FrMJd {QS.18) Nonfr_d (qS_,,ll) ,, Existence of System for Case¥htch Increase

flor Not Pr,J_ Jt Jztrig Gises LJke1t hood of Invest Jglt Joe

Al_lys Alviys Alvays Alvays Suspected Fraud Nonfraud Suspected Fraud Nonfraud

Jurf_d;f_,_Ion Used Used Used Used ((_ 19) (qS. [2) (QS.20) (q6.13)
,ii

South Oldmti C./,T H C,P [ No No

Benn_t **

Oevlson *,

TenneSselY C. !, HoT C No No

Davl_ ag C,T P,I,H,U b C,T P Yes No N.A,D,q,R,Hb

Sumerl C PoI,T)Wb C P.I .T No No

Texas C,! H,T.F C [ ,H.! Yes No H.D.Q.R

* gexi¥

OeVltt Hmf. I_f. C P. ! .H,T Ref. Ref. Ref. N.A

* fiarrts

i_ Smith C P,I,H,T C P,I,H.T No No

o TarTint C.I P.H,klb C,P,I.T H Yes Yes O A,D
).d

Ut.Mt C [,H)T,F C ! ,H,T No No

Regtm_

neglmira **

Vermmt. ' C,H,T i,F C Z)H,T Ilo No

Hartf_ml "

st._k ns

VlnJinla C.T I,#,F,Of C I.H.T Yes Yes P,O,Q,R P.A,D

Charlotte C_P_I,T;Wb H C.I,T P.H Yes No H,O,Q,R,Nb

HamptonlC C.T,Idb P,I,H C.T P.[ Yes Yes N.A,D,Q,R.Hb E,N.A.D

Norfolk lC C,TiWb , P,I.H C P.I,H.T Yes Yes H.N,A.D,Q,R,14b [,A,D

* Portsmouth

Pulaskf C,T p,I.H,Wb C,T P,I NO No



TAGLEIL 10 (continued)

Nethods Used to Znvesttgate the Claim and

an Estimation of Their Frequenc_f of Use
Characteristics of

Suspected Fraud (q5. 18) Nonfraud (q5. 11) Existence of 5ystm for Case ¥htch increase

Not Not PrtorttJzin 9 Cases Likelihood of Investigation

AlmlyS Always Always Always Suspected Fraud Nonfriud Suspected Fraud Nonfraud

Juri sdtct Ion Used Used Used Used (QS.19) (QS. IZ) (QS.ZO) (Q5.13)

Vlrgtn [slandis a C,[,H.T F C.I ,T H No Yes D

Washington C I,H,T,F C ! .T Yes Yes N.O,Q.R A,D,Og

Benton C P,I,T C P,I,T No Yes N,A,D

KIng-Ralnlor C.I,T P.H C P.I,T Yes yes N.A, DoQ,R,I4b P,E,N_q.D

Pierce C.T P.I,H,Wb C,T P,! Yes No N.A,Q,R

SpOkane C C No No

Vancouver C P.I,H.T._ b C P.I.H,T Yes Yes NoA,D,Q.R N,A

West Vtrglnta C,I,T F C I ,T.Oi Yes Yes O.Q,R E.A.D

BeckTey **

:_ Charleston **I

I_ Wisconsin C: i,H,T C i .H,T No No

9ayfleld C,T P,H,i/b C P,i Yes No R

Douglas C P, I,T,Wb C P,l ,T Yes No N.D.R

HI lwoukee C P, !,H,T C P,! .H,T Yes Yes D N,A,D

Roc_ C P, [oH, T,l_b C P,l ,T Yes No H,P,N,A.D,Q.R.14b

Sauk C,T P,i,_ b C,T P.l No No

Wyoming C i,H,T,FoOh C ! Yes No O,Q.R

Carbon C P,Z,H,T C,T P,I,H No No

Crook C,],H,T,O 1 C,Ok P,I,H,T Yes yes O.Q.R.Nb O

Freemont C. i T C, ! T No No

Natrono C P, i,H, T,blb C P.[ ,H,T No No

Park C,T P C,T P No No



TABLE_ %0(continued)

*State or local FSA refused Interview.

**This sortes of questions wes not asked In the lnterv!M wtth local FSAs In states whore tho cletms process ts predoiirdntly stath-operatecL

M The question ts not applicable to thts local FSPsystat.

OKT_ Infof'uetton Was not 4vatlRle it the time of the Interview.

if, Tho respondent refused to ansver the question.

K[Y$: Hethods: C - Case file revtw Cherlcteristtcs of Case: H · Age/hoalth/elplo}a_lt status of client

[ · [n-offlce tntewtev P - PAhousehold

P · Telephone lnterviev E - Honsehold error

H · HO,I vtsit N · Recent erTor/clatl

T . Third-ratty contact A - Active case

F · ForlnsJC Investigation D · Dollar amount

W · lnbe_Jev wttness # - Freud in multiple Fmogrems

0 · Other Q · Quality of evidefice

R - Repeat offender/flagrant violatfon

0 · Other

I aThe Otstrtct of Coluebtl. bm and the Vtrgtn islands were not tncluded in the local FSA survey because most claim collection activities are

0 centralized in the state-level FSA.

_hls ubs not included IS e possible response tn tho census Instruuent$ but ubs listed as am .other s method often e, eugh for inclusion is a Seporate

response POSSIbility lit the Iffy Instruuents.

cR_._d check Jn &notbw pv_mSp'ua*scase records.

dColputer mich.

e[FFOFdue tO unreported trlcGee.

fRefarr&l tO Prmbe_cor for Bore thorough tmvesttgmtion.

gCests of follmf-Up.

_ontll evaluation of cllh't.

iDuplJc4te pamticJpetien check.

Jcuepoter Inquiry.

kchoCk references,

1CIwckproperty records.

nletterto client.

"Cases of suspected fraud ere investigated by the state FSA.

°A case of suspected fraud his never been pursued tn this Iota1 FSA.



TABLEA. 1!

OaNU_CTERISTICSOF THEESTABLISHNENTSTAGEOF THE(1AINS COLLECTION;ROCESS,

BY STATEMD LOCALFSA

Ranktngof Nethods Used To Use of IMnageBent Functtoeal Level of Staff Responsible

£stablfsh Fraud Clatas (l_.O0) Revfev of Decision for Nottfyln(J Ncwsehokl 9f the Clatl {_f. CIS)

Otscpaeltflcatfon Adatnls_.-atlve Waiver Factors Entering Into the To Establish the Fraud

CrtetM1 Consent OtsquallfJcattefi of Oectslon to Refer a Case CIol I {q6.05] Coert-

.lurisdtctton Prosecution Agreement Heertnq Hearing for ProsecutiOn _q6.03) Fraud Nonfriud Establfshed Other Nonfraud

Alal)ma 2 3 I 4 D,R,F Yes Yes LS AL AL

Bi lab 4 3 I 2 O Yes Yes OK AL AL

Etowah 3 4 2 ! D.R.F No No LS AL AL

Frmkl tn 3 2 I 4 O.S,N Yes Yes LS CL CL

Nob$le 2 4 I 3 O,R.F.S.N Yes Yes LS CL CL

Hor_lm , 3 I 4 I Oh No No LS AL AL

Alaska 3 I 4 2 D.F Yes Yes FS FS CS

/_chorage-I_ldoo. **

Ketch1kan **

Artzoea 4 2 3 I O Yes Yes LS CS CS

I_ IMrJCopa **

NoYa:lo **
L.fi

Arkansas 3 4 I 2 O,R,F No Yes LS CS CS

Clay **

Phillips **

*Ca1tfornt a

Los /_geles 2 1. D,R.F.S Yes Yes FL CL CL

San Bernard1no 1 2 O,R,S Yes Yes FL,LL CL CL

San ,ioaqutn I 2 N,O,R,F,S NO No CL CL CL

* SOnoml .

* Yolo



TABLEA. 11 (continued)

Ranking of 14ethods Used To Use of Nenagement Functtamal Level of Staff Respons?ble

Establish Fraud Cletm (q6.0O} Review of O_qclslon for Notifying Household of the Claim (Q6.06)

01squallficitton Admlnlstratlve Waiver Factors Entering tnto the To Establish the Fraud

Criminal Camsent 01squallflcattam of Dectslon to Refer a Case Claim _q6.05} Court-

Jurtsdtcttam Pr_secuttam Agreement Hearlncj HearlrKJ for Prosecutlam _q6.03} Fraud Nonfraud [stablished Other Nenfraud

Co]orado 2 3 I D,F Yes Yes CL,LL CL CL

Boulder Z I R,F,S Yes Yes CL CL CL

Denver 2 [ 14 NO No FLoLS AL AL,CL

Guamtsam-Hinsdale 2 ! D,R,S Yes Yes M AL AL

* 14esa

Pueblo 2 I DoR.F.S No 14o Cl. CL CL

Connecticut I 3 2 4 D,F,S,H Yes Yes LS FS AL

t NewHaven

* Tort ingrain

Delaware x xb X xb D,R,F DK DK C_,LS CS,LS CS

Ney Castle **

SUSSEX **

I

District of Columbiaa : 4 2 3 D,R,F Yes No LS CS CS

Flortdi I 4 2 3 O,R.F Yes Yes Q),LD CD CD

Oade **

Polk **

Deorgl a 2 ! 3 4 O,R,F, No No LS FS Automated

BIlab 3 ! 4 ] O,F.S Yes Yes FO FO Autamated

Coiqu Itt NAI NA NA NA M Ne Yes LO FD CL

Fulton NA1 NA NA HA gA gA No LO FO AL,Autolated

Nadlson 3 1 2 4 0, R,F.S OK Yes FO FO Automated

* Peach

Guama 3 4 ! 2 D,14 14o NO FS FS FS

HaM]t t 3 4 2 ! D,R, F No No FS AL AL

Honolulu *'

HaUt **



TABLEA.1! (continued)

RaM,lng of Methods Used To Use of Nanageient Functional Level of Staff Resp_slble

Establish Fraud ClaIM t C_G.O0} Revlw of Decision for Notlf.vtn I Household of the C]ltm (Q6.08}

Disqualification Administrative Waiver Factors Entering Into the To Establish the Fraud

Crtmtnal Coesent Olsquallftcation of Oectslon to Refer a Case Claim ((_.05) Court-

gurtsdlctton Prosecution Agr:_nt Hearing kleartncj for Prosecution (q6.03) Fraud Monfraud Established Other gonfraud

Idaho 3 ! 2 O.R.F Yes Yes FD Fn AL

*Ada

*Bonnevtlle

*Canyon

'_,yhee

*Shoshone

[111nots 4 I b 3 I b D,R,F Yes Yes CS CS CS

CookCo.(Ashland) NAt M NA HA IrA M NA IfA HA NA

Cook Co. (Eng!Maod) HAt M NA HA NA NA NA M NA NA

CookCo. (Girfteld) NAI gA gA HA gA gA M M NA M

CoMeCo. (S. Suburban) gAt M HA HA NA' NA NA IIA NA Ha

Greene NA! gA gA HA HA gA M M gA NA

I_ Indi ma 2 I D,R,F Yes Yes AL AL AL

klais NAt NA NA NA NA NA MiA M NA NA

A! 1eh Z ] D,R,F,S Yes No CL CL CL

Narl on 1 No No LL NAd CL

Scott ! mo No M J AL CL

Wayne I 2 D,R,F,S No No GL.LL CL CL

lowa ! Z D.R,F.S Yes No CS CS CS

lo_ **

gebster .t

Kafisas 3 4 I 2 D,R,F,N Yes Yes LL AL AL

Cherokee Z I No fro LS LS AL

Framklin 2 ,4 I 3 D.R.S Yes Yes /IL AL AL

Lt nn . 1 i D.R,S Yes Yes AL AL AL
Wichita 4 2 ). 2 DoR.F,S No No FL,LS FL AL.CL

Wyamdotte _. 2 3 O,R,F,S Yes Yes LS FL FL



TABLE A. 11 (continued)

Ranking of I¢ethods UseQ lo Use of Nanagement Functional Level of Staff Responsible

Establish Fraud Claim (Q6.00) Review of OecJslon for NotlfyJnq Household of the Claim (Q6.06)

Disqualification Administrative Waiver Factors Entering tnto the To Establish the Fraud

Crlmlnat Co_sent Disqualification of Decision to Refer a Case Claim (q(5.OSJ Court-

Jurisdiction Prosecution A2reemnt Hearln 2 HearJn_ for Prosecution J(_5.03) Fraud Nonfraud Established Other Nonfraud

Kentucky 3 4 Z I O Yes Yes LL ALf ,CLb oCSe AL f ,CLf ,CSe

Bell 3 2 I O No No AL AL AL

Carter 4 I 3 ! D,R Yes Yes AL AL AL

Hart 3 4 2 I O,R,F,S No No AL ,F$ AL,FS AL, C._

Jefferson 3 2 ! 4 NA Yes Yes /li.,CL AL, (1 AL, CL

Todd 4 I 3 2 D, F, S Yes Yes AL AL AL

Louisiana 3 4 2 ! D,R,F Yes Yes LS F$ CS

Caddo NA1 I_ NA NA I_ NA NA I_ NA #A

L i ncoln NAt MR NA NA I_ NA NA NR NA HA

Orleons NA1 NA NA NA NA IM 14A MA NA NA

St. Tamamy NAl M NA #A NA NA NA NA NA #A

Tang Ipahoa NAt NA NA NA M NA I_ I_ NA NA

I NaI ne 4 2 ! 3 O,R, F Yes Yes LL AL AL

Augusta 4 2 3 I D.R,F No No AL,LL AL ALOO

Lewl ston 4 2 ! 2 D, S NO ilo LL AL AL

Naryland ! 2 4 3 D.R,F No No AL AL AL

A1 legany 2 I O,F Yes NO LS NAj AL

BaTt tmore City 4 I 3 2 N Yes Yes (1 CL CL

Ba It tmore County ! 3 2 O.S No No LS AS CL

Fredertck 3 2 I F Yes Yes F_ ,LL AL AL

Nontgomery X X X X N Yes Yes (1 CL CL

Massachusetts 2 4 I 3 D.R Yes Yes LS CS CS

Na1den NAt f_ NA NA NA NA NA dA NA NA

NOS1 fnda le NAt NA NA NA NA NA NA *A NA HA



TABLEA. 11 (continued)

Ranktngof Nethods U_, . 7o Use of 14inagement Functional Level of Staff Respcmstble

Establish Frlud Clah_ ..._6_O,0) Revtev of Oectston ........for Notifying Household of the C!atm (06. Oe)

Disqumllflcation Adlintstrattve Waiver Factors Entering tnto the TO Establish the Fraud

CrtmtM1 Consent OJsqualtficatton of Oectston to Refer a Case Ciat& _QG.O5} .... Gourt-

Jurtsdtcttm Prosecution A(JrNMnt Heartn(j Heartn(j for Prosecution (qG.03) Fraud Nonfraud Established Other #onfraud

NJchJgan 4 3 2 I D,R,F No No _L AL AL

kitten 2 I 3 4 O,R.F,S NO No Cl. CL CL

Branch Z ] D,R,F Yes No LS FL AL,Automated

14ac_lb I 2 3 4 D,F Yes Yes CL CL AL

St. Clair 3 I 2 4 O Yes Yes Cl. CL Cl

Ida_e 4 2 I 3 N,R,F.S Yes No CL,LS,Automated CL.LS,AutomatedCL

Ntnmesota X D,R.F Yes Yes /IL,CL ,AJ AL,CL

Clay I 2 N,O.R,F,S NO No FL CL CL

Dakota X Yes Yes LL ILI,J AL

Hefmepin X X D,R,S Yes No FL,CL HAj CL

P,_ey X NO Yes FL NAj CL

Waseca NAk I_ NA NA NA I_ NO NA HA AL

_-- Nisstsstppl 2 4 ! 2 0 Yes Yes CS CS CS

O iA tAt ta la M NA _ M M M IM t_ NA

Hinds HAt M HA Nil, M lek M lek NA NA

Lo. des NAI M NA NA IIA NA M M IM NA

14ad1son NAt NA NA NA M 1_ M M NA NA

TIshcmtngo NAt NA NA HA HA IM NA I_ NA NA

Hlssoort 3 $b 4 I b O,R.F,Oc NO NO Automated Aut_aated Automated

Buchanan NAi NA HA HA NA NA M F$ FS CL

Jackson 4 I 3 2 M t No No C$,Autoaat ed AS CS,Automated

Lafayett · 4 2 3 I IdAl NA No LS FS AutMat ed

Pert ts M ! I_ )IA HA M I_ I_ IL4 #A liA

St.Louis NAI M NA NA HA M M NA NA NA

Nontama 2 I 3 D,R,F Yes NO LL AL AL
Cascade 2 I O.S No NO £L FL FL

Lewis & Clark 2 1 I_ I Yes Yes NAf NA FL



TAaE A. Il (continued)

Ranking of Nethods Used To Use of Menag_ment FuKtlonal Level of Staff I_sponsible

Establish Fraud Claims {Q6.00) Review of OKtston for Notifying Household of the Claim (Q6.(_)

Olsquiliftcition /klmtntst,-: ye Waiver FKtorS Entering Into the To Establish the Fraud

Criminal Consent Disqualificationof Decisionto Refera Cruse Claim(q6.05) _ Court-

Jurisdiction Prosecution AgrL_ment Mearln2 Hearth 2 for Prosecution {(_.03) Fraud Nonfra_G Establ Ishod Other NOOFraud

Mebraska 3 I b 2 i b D,R, F Yes Yes AS AS AL

Grand Is !and x Yes Yes M t AL AL

Lexington 4 Z ! 2 OK No No FS FS AL

Lincoln X X X X R,S NO NO CL CL CL

Omaha 3 2 I D,R,F,S Yes Yes C1 CL CL

Se_rd X X X X OK Yes Yes OK DK AL

Nevada 4 3 I 2 O,R, F Yes Yes LL CL CL

Clark **

Washom **

NewHupsh ire 1 3 2 D.R.F No Yes FS CS CS
Dover **

Keone **

I
)-' NewJersey I 4 3 2 D,R,F Yes Yes CL,LL CL CL

O Bar1ington 4 3 Z I D,R NO No LS LS CL

Camden I 3 2 R,S Yes Yes C_ _, FL,IL CL

Essex 3 2 I O,R,F,S No No C_,LS LS CL

Hudson 2 3 4 1 N,D,R NO NO Cl.,LS CL,LS CL

Ntddiesex I 2 4 2 O,R,F,S NO No LS kS CL

NewMexico 4 3 1 2 D,R.F Yes Yes CS CS CS

Bernal l 1lo 4 2 t 2 D,F. S No No CS,Automated CS.Automated CS,Automated

Ctbola 4 2 t 3 O _ No AutoMted Automated Automated

NewYork I 4 2 3 Od Yes Yes AL,CL,FL AL.CL,FL AL,IL .FL

* Broome

Cortland X No No IL CL CL

Erte I 2 S No NO FL AL.CL AL.CL

York City 2 X I X O Yes Yes CL,LL CL CL

* Onondaga



TABLEA.ii (continued)

Ranking of #ethods Used To 5se of NanageMnt Functional Level of Staff Raspc_s(ble

__ Establish Fred Claims [q6. O0) ..... R_t_ of D,ctston for Notifyinq Household of the Claim (qS.Oe)

01squalfftcatlon _ ,inlstra_;,Y Waiver Fictors Entering Into the To Establish the Frand

CrtltNI Consent _ ,_llllftcation of Decision to Refer a Case ,, Claim (_6,06) ,,, Court~

Jurisdiction Pmsecutlen Agreement ?:,:'-1ne Hearth9 for Pmsecutlm (q6.03) Fraud ,,, .Nonfrmud Established Other Nonfraud

North Carolina X 2 I X D No NO LL AL Autueated

Craven 2 3 I D.R,F Yes Yes LL CL CL

Forsyth 2 I 3 R,F No NO LL AL CL

IMIt fax I _ 4 2 2 S Yes Yes CL CL AS

Fla)vood X NO Yes Ct. CL CL

Vance), 4 J Z 2 OK Yes NO AL AL Autamated

qorth Dakota

(:ass 4 3 2 1 D,R,F No No AL AL AL

Fdmmm_ 4 2 3 I N No No LS AL. LS AL

Grand Fork i 3 2 Yes Yes AL AL AL

#ountral ) I 3 2 Yes Yes tM AL AL

Stutsmm 4 I 3 2 R No NO AL AL AL

i_- Ohto I 3 4 2 O,R,F No No CL CL CL
)-- Coyahoga X F Yes Yes CL NAd CL

_- tieI a_re X F Ne No LL NAd AL

Frankl tn I 2 3 3 O,F,S Yes Yes FL.LL CL CL

Hahoning 2 I F No No LL FL FL

Rtchland X N,,D,,R,F No NO (1 NAd AL

Okleholl 3 ] Z O,R,F.Oc Yes No F$ CS C5

Carter **

Custer **

Oregon 2 t b 3 t b D,R,F Yes Yes CS CS Automated

Albany NAI li_ NA .A tM tM NA IdA .A NA

Cottage I_-ove #Ai HA . NA NA IdA IdA IdA tM ifa HA

East Portland RAJ i N_ NA NA NA tM tM tM NA NA
Springfield 3 . I 2 tMI tM No gA HA HA

West Eugene NA1 IdR HA NA tM tM tM IdA NA gA



TABLEA. 1! (continued)

Ranking of Nethocls Used To Use of tgnageMnt Functional Level of Staff Responsible

Establish Fraud Claims (q6.00) Review of Oaclslon for Notifying Hoosehold of the elate (Q6.Q8)

Disqualification /klatntstratlve Waiver Factors Entering into _e To Establish the Fraud

Crtitnal Consent _squallfi:_tton of Oectston to Refer a Case elate _6.05} Court-

3urtsdtction Prosecution Agreement _earing Hearing for Prosecution (q6.03} Fraud gonfraud Established Other Nonfraud

PeonsyIvan ta X X D,R Yes Yes CS CS CS

Lycomtng gat gA NA NA gA _ gA gA gA NA

PhtlNelphta (Center) #A1 M HA HA gA gA gA m HA HA

Phil adelphta (Ogontz) NAt gA gA gA gA gA gA M gA gA

Philadelphia (West) NAt gA NA gA gA gA gA gA gA NA
ldestmore1anti gat gA NA HA gA gA M gA gA gA

I_ode Island 4 3 1 2 O,R,F No No LS CS CS

Providence *o

_darwtck **

South Carolina 4 2 3 I D,R,F Yes Yes LL CL CL

Dari tngton ,_ I 3 I O,R,F, S Yes No C_,LS CL CL

Georgetmm 2 4 I 3 R,F,S Yes No CL,FS CL CL

_3_ Newberry 4 I 3 2 R,F,S Yes No LS CL CL
I

_-_ Oraugeburg I 2 3 R,F Yes Yes LS CL CL

Richland 3 4 2 I N,D,R,F,S Yes No FS CL CL

South Oakota 3 4 2 I O,R,F Yes Yes LS 05f CO

Bennett **

Dart son **

Temessee 3 I b 2 I b D.R,F Yes Yes AL AL AL

OaviO_on 4 1 3 I O,R,S No No lS CL CL

Sumner 4 3 2 I D,R,F, S No No CO AL AL

Texas I 2 3 O,R,H Yes Yes LL FL AL

* Bexar

OeWitt Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Raf. Ref. Ref. Ref.

* Harris

Slith 2 X I 3 [31C No No FS F$ AL

Tarra_t g 3 I 4 O,F,S No No FO FO CO



TABLEA.11 (continued)

RaMclng of Nethods Used To Use of t4anaguent Functicmal Levffl of Staff Responsible

Establish Fr,wd Claims {(26.00} Review of Decision for Notlfylnq Household of the Claim _q6.06}

Disqualification Administrative Waiver Factors Entering into the To Establish the Fraud

Crtmlnal Consent Disqualification of Decision to Refer a Case Cla tm (Q6.0S) Court-

Jurlsdlctle, Prosecution Aqreement Hearing Hearing for Prosecution (q6.03) Fraud Nonfraud Established Other Nonfrau4

Utah 4 2 3 ! D.R.F Yes Vas CL CL CL

Region 2B *'"

RegioniA **

Verm_t I 2 4 3 D.R.F Yes Yes L_: FS AL

Hartford **

St. Albans *'"

Vfrglnfa ! Z D.R.F Yes Yes _ .FL NAd AL
Charlotte I 2 D.R.F.S No No FL FL AL

HamPtonlC X Yes Yes Ct. CL CL

Norfolk IC ! 2 A,N,O,_R,F,S No No FL FL AL

i_ * PoPtslOuth
_.. Pulaskt i 2 3 4 D,R,F,S No No FL,LS FL AL

L_

Virgin ZI landsa 4 3 I 2 D,R,F No No LL CD CD

Wash$ngton 2 3b [ 3b O.R No NO AL AL AL

Benton 2 L O,R,F,S Yes No (:1 CL CL

KfhQ-RatnI er I 2 4 3 O.R,,F.S No No CL CL CL
Pierce I 3 2 O.S No No AL,FL AL,FL AL

Sp_ame X I YeS Yes AL.CL AL.CL AL.CL

Vancouver 2 2 I )IAt No No Cl. CL CL

West Virginia 3 I b 2 Lb 0 Yes Yes LS CS CS

Beckley **

Charleston _'*

i



TABLE A. 11 (continued)

Ranking of Ne!hods Used To Use of 14anagement Functional Level of Staff Responsible

[stabl$sh Fraud Clales ((_6,00_ Review of Decision for Notlfyln_ Hoosehold of the Clafm (Q6.08)

Disqual{ficatlon Admtn{stractve Waiver Factors Enter{ng tnto the To Establish the Fraud

Crtltnal Consent Otsquallf_.catioe of Decision to Refer a Case claim {([6.05) . Court-

Jurisdiction Prosecution Agreement Hearing Hear{rig for Prosecution 1q6.33} Fraud Nonfraud Established Other Nonfraud

Wi scoffs1 n X O No No LL NAd AL

Bayf { ·ld 4 I 3 2 N, R, F, S Yes Yes AL AL AL

Doug1as X A Yes Yes AL NAd AL

Hi lwaukee 1 I No No M j CL CL

Roctc ! 2 D, F, S Yes Yes LL FL FL

Sauk X O,R, F Yes Yes LL AL AL

Wyomfng 3 2 ! O.F, S Yes Yes LL CO AL

Carbon 3 I 2 D. F, S Yes Yes AL AL AL

Crook 4 3 I 2 D, R, F, S Yes Yes AL ,CS AL, CS AL, CS

Freemont 4 3 I 2 N, D, R, F, 5 Yes Yes AL ,CS At, CS AL, CS

Natrona 2 4 I 3 D Yes Yes AL ,LL, CS AL, CS AL

i_ Park HAl NA NA NA D, R. F. S Yes Yes AL AL AL

· State or local FSA refused Interview.

·*Thts series of questions vas not asked tn the Interviews with Iota1 FS/_ In states where the claims process Is predominantly state-operated.

MR The question is not applicable to this local FSP system.

DK The informattoo was not available at the ttme of the interview.

Raf. The respondent refused to answer the ClUes!ton.



TABLEA. 11 (continued)

KEYS: Ranking: 1-4 · Ranking of nethods by frequency of use Factors Entertng 0ectsto_: O · Dollar Amount Functional Level: A · Agency

X - Netl_l used. but not ranked or R . Rwsot Offender C - C1afm/Co11,ct$_ Untt

anly method that vms used F · Flagrant Violation F · Freod/Xnvestlgation Untt

S - Strength of Evidence L - Legal Authority

H, Age/Huith of Cltant 0 · Other

N · Nouresponsive household

A · All fraud prosecuted For each of the above.

H - Fraud In multiple programs code wh_lmr it Is:

0 · Other L - Local/County

D · 01str$ct/Regton
S - State

aThe District of Colmlbla. Gum md the Vtrgtn Islauds were not fnclodod In the local FSA survey because most claios collect$on acttvttlas are cmtrallzod tn the state-level FSA.

bThe DtsqualSffcatl_m Comleat /kgreeaeat and Waiver of Hearing are a single process tn this state.

i_ CPresocutor'S lttereSt, tim. endVor available funds for pursuing food staaq) fraud.

_-' dali cases are roferred for prosecution.

_J_ elnactlve cases m13f.

fActtve cases only.

gstate Aa'inlstrRlve Disqualification 1_4rtng Unit.

hReferred for presecutlon anly tf cisevorker SUpervisor Is unable to work out arrangement wtth ctlent regardtn9 fraud clalos; because the courts are years behind schedule, nuearous attempts

are lade to avoid lengthy court procJKIores.

1Casesof suspec_ frid afl dlst4ibllsHed at the slate level.

Jcourt-establtSkEd ffimd cases are not pursued.

kFraud is so se)dm suspected, (t bls never been pursued tn this local FSA.



TABLEA. 12

C_IARACTERISTICSOF THEPROCESSBY IdHICHARRABroEHENTSARENAOE

WITHTHEHOUSEHOLOFORPA_ENT OF THECLA_, aY STATEAl_ LOC/)LFSA

Functional Level of Staff

Responsible for Arrangln9

for Pa)lent of the Claim (QT.00) FnKioeAcy vtth k_lch

Fraud Fo11or-up Onemad gtniH Nulber Nethods (Other Then Demand

Court- Letters Are #atied of DeMnd Letters Letters) Used to Motif),

Jurtsdict_M Established Other Nonfraud (Dey$) (07,03) To Be Natled (qT,0S) Household Of I C1111 (_._)

A!abalii LL AL M No schedule Verles c L

BIbiiaI _ LS+LL AL M 30 3 None

EtmMh CL,LS,LL CL CL 30 No stmchrd P

FranklJ # m LS,LL CL Cl. No schedule Var 1es Noneh

Nobll( LS,LL CL CL 30 OK,Varies ® 0K,NOnee

goPllml;; LS,LL AL AL 30 3 L, P

, ,,
Alaska FS F$ CS No schedule,30 e NOne.4e i

i

MdWrq_ldoon **
_tcbtl, **

i
i

.._ ArSzMli CS CS CS 30 3 B,P

NeviJO **

Ark_nsM LS C$ CS 30e,No schedule 9 B

Cl4ty **

phS_l,_Ps ..

*Cai tforatl

LOSMIgllts LL CL CL 30 i L
San Dernardl no LL CL CT 30 I None

San Jomtuln FL CL CL 30 3 BoL,P

* So,twig

* YOIo



TABLEA. IZ (continued)

Functional Level of Staff

Responsible for Arranging

for Pa3tmentof the Clail {CJ?.OO} Frequency wfth ktltch
Fraud Follow-ap Demand MinimumN._her Methods (Other Than Demand

Court- Letters Are Mailed of DemandLetters Letters) Used to Notify

Jurisdiction Est&blished Other Nonfraud (Oa_) (q7.03] To Be Nailed _q7.OS) Home,old of a Claim (qs. QO)

Colorada AL,LL CL CL 30 3 B,P

Boulder CL CL Ct 30 VarI es B,D

0enver FL AL M No schedule No standard None

Gumison_llnsdale LL.FS AL M No sche_le No standard None

* 14esdl

PuebIo CL,LL,FS CL Ct 30 3 None

Connecticut LS CS cLb,cs 30 3 l

* NewHaven

* Torrington

0eiMre CS.LS CS CS 30 3 L

_ Castle **
I

S41ssex **

District of Columbtaa LS CS CS NAg.lOe NAg.1e L.P

Florida CD,LD CD CD 30 3 8

Oade **

Polk **

Georgia LSb FS AL Varies c X6d P

BtI_ LL,FD FO AL°Automated On,30n,e I,No stonderd.Var lesf None,Oh

Colquftt LL,FD FO Ct,Automated NA NA None

Fulton LL.FD FO AL 30 Varies L1

Madison FO FO AL,Automated No scheclule Varies None

* Peach

Guama FS FS FS No schedule 1,VartesC,3 f P,H



TABLEA. 12 (continued)

Functtoaa] Live] of Staff

Responsible for Arranging

for Palment of the Claim (07.00} Frequency with _lch
Fraud Fo1!ow-up Omaand Htnimum Number Nethods (Other Than Demand

Court- Letters Are Nailed of DemandLetters Lettrs) Used to Notify

Jurtsdl_tlm_ Established Other Nonfraud (Days} (q7.O3) To BeNailed (q7.0S) HousEholdof a clara ((_.OO}

ltaumt t FS AL AL 30 No standard B

IJDnolulu **

Natll **

Id_ ° CD.FD CD.FD AL 30 3 B,P

* Ada

* aonee_!_le

* Ca,em

* _yhma

: i:il i

llllmls AL,CS AL,CS AL,CS No schedule 3 B

CookCO. (&blind) NAr

Cook Co. (Englln_ood) _ OK CS Dr, DIe None
_-' CookCo, (G_rft_ld) NAri--d

_o _cdk Co. (S. Smurlmn) NAr

er_ NAr
i

Indiana LL AL AL 30: No standard None

M_ NAs NAs AL NA.30® NA.Nostoedarcle L
Al leo LL CL Cl. NO_cheduJe No standard None.LJ'e

CL.LL NAt (1 No schedule NA,5e L

Scott NAn AL AL 30 3

Nayee CL eL CL 30 No standard L, Nonee

Iowa CS CS CS 30 4 6

!owo **

Webster **



TABLE:K. LZ (continued)

Functional Level of Stiff

Responsible for Arranging

for Pajiment of the Claim (07.00) Frequency with Whtch

Fraud Follo_up Oemind NlnJlm limber Nethods (Other Than Demnd

Court- Letters Are Nailed of ge_nd Letters Letters) Used to Notify

Jurisdiction Established Other Nonfriud (Oa_) (Q?.03) To Be Nailed (q?.OS_ Household of I Cilia {QB.00)

Kansas FD,LD AL AL 90 S None

Cherokee LS,FO AL,FO AL NA ! None

Frenkl tn FO,AL,AUtGmuted AL,FD,Autonated AL,Automated NA

Line FO,AL AL,FO AL NA

Wichita CL CL AL 30 i None

Wyandotte FL,LL FL AL,FL No scheclule No standard NoOn,L,Pk

Kentucky LS AL,CL,CS AL,CL.CS 10 3 P

NO11 AL,CS AL,CS AL,CS 301 !,! No standardf None

Carter AL,CS AL,CS AL,CS 30 ! None

Hart AL,CS AL,CS AL,CS 30 NAr None

Jefferson FS CL CL 30 OK None

:3> Todd AL,CS AL,CS AL,CS No schedule No standard None
I

0 Louisiana LS FS CS 30 3 8,P

Caddo NAr

Lincoln NAr

Orleans NAr

St. Tammany NAr

Tanglpahoa NAr

Maine LS LS AL No schedule t None

Augusta AL,LL AL AL 30 I None

Levi ston LL AL AL 30 ! None

Maryland AL AL AL 30 3 l

A1leguny LS NAt AL NAg ,30e NAg,2e None

BaIt teore City LL CL CL 30 3 None

Balt leore County LS CL CL 30 3 None

Freder Ick LS AL AL 30 I None

NontgoMry CL CL CL 30 3 None



T/_.E A.X2 (continued)

Functional Level of Staff

Nospoastble for Arranging

for Pa3ment of the Clat, (q7_00) Frequency with Which
Fraud Follov-up Demand Mtntman Number Nethods (Other Thin Deakan4

Court- Letters Are Nailed of DemandLetters Letters) Used to Notify

Jurlsdfctfm [stablfshed Other Nonfraud (Da_) (O;.CO) To Be Mailed (q7. o6) Flouseholclof a Claim ((_00)

Hiss aChuSetts LS FS, LS CS 30 4,3 e None

#aldeo NAr

RoslIndale liar

.,_... ,,. AL _ 30 3 None
0e_!en F$ CL. FD CL Var les 3 Oh .Ncmet

Br_:i ;;i Autmated.CL.AL AL.Auto, ted .4L.Automated 30 3 MoM

Iqacoab FL CL AL No schedule.30e 3 Ncme

St.' Clatr CL,Automlted CL,Autommted CL,Autneated 60 3 None

_13me LL,FS CL.LL AL.CL 3 4,3.3 ! None

Minnesota CL Nat (1 30 No standard 6

C1_J CL CL (1 30 7 9. L. P

i_ Gako_ 141.,Ct. NAt ,eL. 30 3 _r.

HenNpin LL,AL NAt C_ NA,3Oe I None

_-' Rim_y CL.LL.Automated NAt CL 30 I B.L

k_seca HAs _At _ 30 3 None

#lsstssll_t AL AS AL 30 3 None

Attala LS CS CS No scheduie 3 M r

Hinds L$ AL AL OK OK L

LovndffS AL AL AL U r _ None

liqadison AL.IS AL AL No$checlule DK None

Ttsltoittngo NAr AL AL llar MA None

Misseurt FI) FD AL 30 6 6

Buchanan AL,FS AL,FS AL 30 No st andard,4e M,B e

3ackson F$ CL . CL 30 NAs None

Lafayette F$ FS AL None.30g None.3g None

Pett is llar NA .4L NAr HA None

St. Louts NAr NA (1 Honer.30g #A. NOstandarde None



TABLEA. IZ (continued)

Functional Level of Staff

Responsible for Arranging

for Pa_mantof the Clatm (O7.00) Frequency with Which
Fraud Follow-up Omand Ninteue Nueber 14ethnds(Other TMn Oemnd

Court- Letters Are Nailed of DemandLetters Letters) Used to Nottfy

Jurisdiction Establ lshed Other Nonfraud (0a3s) (O7.O3) To Be Nat led (QT.OS) Hausehold of i Clall ((_.OO)

Nontma LL AL AL 30 3 None

Cascade AL,FL AL,FL AL,CL No scheclule No standard None

Lewis & Clark IdAr NAr AL,FL No schedule Varies None

Nebraska AS AS AL 30 3,2e None

Grand Is land NAu AL AL 30 Varies Nonei

Lexington AS AS AL 30 OK,I e DK,NOeee

Lt nco1n CL CL Cl. 30 I None

Omaha CL,FL CL Ct 30 I L

Serard DK OK AL DK.NOschedule e OK,te 0K,Le

Nevada LL CL Ct 30 No standard P

Clerk '"*

I Washoe e"
t.-"

liew Hampshire FS CS CS No schedule No standard P

Dover **

Keerle .t

New Jersey AL,Ct AL AL 30 ! ,1,3 f L,P

Burl tngton LL LL CL 30 No standard L

Camltm CL CL Ct 30 Varies B

Essex LL CL CL 30 3 None

Hudson CL Ct CL No schedule No standard L

Middlesex LL FL CL No schedule,30c No standard L,Oq,Noneh

NewNextco CS CS CS 30 Varies c B,P

Bernal t 1lo NAr

Cfbola NAr



TABLEA. 12 (_ontfnMd)

Function·] Level of Staff

Responsible for Arranging

for PiFlent of the Clatm (qT.o0) Frequency vtth khich
Freud Foilov-up Om·nd N?nimue Number Nethods (Other Than Demand

Court- Letters Are Hailed of OemindLetters LetterS) Used to Notify

3urtsdlgt!m Established Other _nfraud (Days) (Q7.03) To k Hailed (q7.0S] Houseltoldof · Cllll {(_.00)

IM_ York AL,CL,FL,LL AL,CL,FL ALoCL.FL 30 3 None

* Broom

Cor_lllM CL CL CL 30 Vertes L

Erie , ,; CL CL Cl. No schedule 3 B.L,P
York City CL CL CL 30 I None

. Oh_

N.t_r_l_ AL.LL AL AL 3o 3 B,p
Ct·Yin : LL CL CL 30,30.DKf Varies B.LIi

FGrs_ [ LL CL Ct. 30,30,Nme f NA,NOstandm'cle None(,Ln

IMltfRI_ CL CL AL No schedule,30e No steudard,4,5 f L,P,Oh

ita)l_od _, CL CL Cl. No schedule No standard P
Yancey OK AL AL 30 No standard lioneI

I
_' Worth Dakota

Cass AL.LL AL AL 30 3 L

i; LL AL.LL AL Ilo schedule,30 e lie stmdard,Varles e B,Le

_-md[ _F.orks AL AL AL 30 1° None

NOm_SH i, NAU AL AL 30 3 Nonet

Stot_i_, , AK AL AL 30 No steudard None

Oh!o , CL CL CL 30 Vertesc P

cay·hog· Ct NAt ct 180 3 L,P

OelrwPe LL NAt AL No schedule No standard None

Freuklln LL CL CL No schedule No standard.6.I f L

NaNoning LL NAt FL 30 3 L

Rtchland AL NAt AL 30 Var res L. Nonee

Oklahoma FS CS CS No schedule,30 e NA,Vartesc'e H

Carter **

Custer **



TABLEA. t2 (continued)

Functiooal Level of Staff

Bespoostble for Arranging

for Paj_ent of the Clatm (q7.00) Frequency wtth k_fch
Fraud Follow-up Demand Nlntmue Number Idethods (Other Then Bemnd

Court- Letters Are Nailed of BeMnd Letters Letters) Used to Notify

3urtsdicttoo Established Other Nonfraucl (Oals)(q7.03) to Be Ha!led (ql. oS} Household of i Claim ((38.00)

Oregoo CS CS CS 30 3,4. I f II

A!bany NAr

Cottage Grove NAr

East Portland NAr

Sprl n(jft eld NAr

Nest Eugene NAr

Pennsylvania LS #A CS NAg,30e NA.3e 6

Lycmalng NAr

Philadelphia (Center) NAr

Phi ladelldtll (Ogootz) NAr

Philadelphia (West) NAr

klestlore lind NAr

I Rhode Is land LS CS CS 30 2,2,Varies c.f None
f_3

Providence **
Warvlck **

South Caroltna LL CL AL.CL 30 Varies c P,J

Darlingtoo CLoLL CL CL No schedule No standard.Varies e L.P,Oh

Georgetmm CL,FS CL CL 30 3 Oh,Nonen

lieder ry LL CL CL 30 Varles, I e H, P

Orangeburg LL CL CL 30 3,NO standarde Oh,P

RIchland CL,LL CL CL 30 3 Oh,pn

South Dakota LO CO CO 30 Varies e P

bneett **

OaVt SON t*

Tennessee LL FL AL 30 4 None

I_vidson LL FL.CL CL 30 Varies None

Sumner FO,CO AL,FO AL 30 Varies L



TABLEA. 12 (continued)

FuKttenat Level of Staff

Respm_stble for Arrengtng

for Patient of the Clai, [qT.O0) Frequency with ghtch

Fraud Fo110k.-upOmend Hinilul #umber Nothods (Other Thin O,iland

Court- Letters Are Nailed of OeenndLetters Letters) Used to Notify

Jurlsd_ctlm Established Other #onfraud (kys) (Q7.03) To Be NatZed Iq7.06} I_usehold of a Clalil ((_.00)

Texas LL FL AL,CL 30 Vartes c None

* Bexlr ·

OeWttt _ : Rtl'. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Kef.

* Had'hi

SIItk FS DK AL 30k OK,Varies e None

Tarran_ FS FS RD 30 Var tes L, P

, _ii:i

Utah ii J:_; CS CS CS 30 3 B.P

Region 26 **

RegiOn?A ,,

Venmnt L$ F$ AL 30 4,3.1 f IS

Hartford **

St, A1b41nS **

I
F.d

r_ VlrQjn!l CL.FL NAt AL 30 1.1 ,No standard f P

Chm'Totl;e FL FL PL No $(:kle_le,30 e No st4mdard.30e L
Hamt,on lC Cl. ¢L (1 30 3 L.Oh

NorfOlk IC LL FL AL.CL 0°.30 e Z.3e L,P,Op

* por_Semth

Puliskl FL FL AL 30 No st ancbwd L

VlrgtnlslaltdsIl LO CD CO 30 3 None

kMshtngtml L$ C$ AL 30 4 P

Bentm NAr

King-Rainier NAr

Pierce NAr

Spokene NAr
Vancouver NAr



TABLEA. 12 (continued)

Functicmal Level of Staff

Ibsponslble for Arranging

for Pajlqmentof the Claim (q7.O0) Frequency with b/_lch

Fraud Fo1Iow-up Demand HlnieiemNumber 14ethods(Other TMn I)eland

Court- Letters Are Nailed of I)eemn4Letters Letters) Used to Notify

3urisdictton Established Other Nonfreud (Oa_s) _q7.03) To Be Nailed (Gl. OS) Household of a Claim C_8.00)

West Virginia L$ CS CS No schedule 4 P

Beckley **

Charleston **

Wtsconsi n LL NAt AL 30 3 None

hyfleld AL AL AL No schedule leo stenMrd L

Oouglas LL NAt AL No schedule,60e Varies NOne.Le

Mi lvaukee NAu CL CL 30 Varies L

Rock LL FL,LL FL No schedule,30e l,l.S f B,L

Sauk LL AL AL 30 No standard Oh.Nonen

Wyomtng LL AL,CS AL No schedule Varies c None

i_ Carbc_ AL AL AL No schedule Varies None
)-,
I_ Crook LL AL AL No schedule No standard L

Freemont AL,CS AL, CS AL,CS No scheclule No st enclard H

Natro_a CS AL AL No schedule #A L

Park AL AL AL 30 Varles L

*State or 1oral FSA refused interview.

**This series of questions was not asked In the interviews wtth local F5_ In states where the claims process is predumtnantly state-operated.

IIA Thequestion Is not al_licable to this local FSPsystem.

OKThe information vas not available at the ttme of the interview.

lief. The respondent refused to auswer the question.



TAGLE A. 12 (continued)

KEYS: Functional Level: A, Agency 14ethnds: B · Btlling notice

C · Claims/Collections iJnft L · Late payment letter

F · Freud/investigation Unit P = Phonecalls

L - Legal Authority H - Homevisit

0 - Other I · In-office Intervtev

0 · Other

For each of the above.

cede whether tt Is:

L = Local/County

0 · District/Region
$ · State

&The Otstr$ct of Columbt&, _ amdtke Virgin Islands vere not tncluded in the local FSAsurvey bec&ese lOSt claiK collection Ktivttiffs are

centrallzlM tn the staltE_Tevel PSA.

bThJs Twfer_ to I claim yorker t, the local office rather than a special clatm unit.

comands on the duller vaTueof the cletlk

dlhis refers to clafau due to agency error only; there is no standard for claim due to household error or fraud claims.

eThe first figure referS to fraud cleJl&, the second figure to nonfraud claim.

fThe ftrst figure referS to fraud clef&u, the second figure to claims due to household error, and the thtrd figure to claims due to agency error.
_- gHo dewed letters _ mailed for fraud ciatme.

--J hPereq_e boordl/'l_Ob,Klom office nQttfted.

tThJs refers to ali Iwt court-established fraud.

JThts refers to co_t-Btebllshed fraud only,

kThe first figure refers to amnffisnd el&tBs, the secend and third ftguros to fraud claims.

lThis refers to fraud clells and nOnfraud claJau due to househoTd error; there is no standard for elate due to agency error.

BThis refers to non-court-established fraud c1411s and ncmfraud due to household error only; respondent did not know about court-established fraud

claims or clatms due to agency error.

nThe first figure refers to court-established fraud claim, the second figure to all other cleans.

°After t_ missed I late payments.

qSumw_ to court.

rStete-TErel reSponslbtltty.

Scases of suspected fraud are so rare they have never been pursued in this local FSA.

tail fraud cases are prosecuted only.

Uprosecottou is not used to establish fraud claim.



TABLE A. 13

ALTERNATIVECOLLECT]ONNETHOD$USEOTOPURSUEDELINQUENTCLAINS,

8Y STATEANDLOCALFSA

Alternative Renktn9 of Alternative Collection Nethods Used (q6.0[}
Collectlc_ Chlrectertstfcs of Case Functional Level of Staff

Nethods Tax Wage SN11 Private That Increase the Llkell- Responsible for Initiating

Are U&nd Refund Glrnfsh- Property Claims Collection Credit Civil Garnish 84nk hood of Pursuit through Alternative Collection

Jurisdiction ((}8.01] Zfitercept Befit Liens Court Agent_ Bureau Actions Accountsb Other Alternative Idethnds {q8.Q4J Hethnds (Q8.02)

Alll)mla No

Btbb No

Et_lh No ,

Frank1tn Yesg X No po1Icy LS
NObile NO

Norg4m No,

Alaska Yes Xc No po1Icy CS.FS

Anchorage-NoIdoon **

Ketchikan **

Arizona Yes 3 2 X X ! No pot toy CS

Nartcope **

I_ RevaJo **
t_3

_c)Arkansas Yes ], 2 3 D,Ot CS.FS

Clay fi

Phil It1_ ,t,,*

*Cali fog-rlIi

Los /mgeles Yes X1 [,0 p CL
San Iiernardt no Yes XI P,F CL.OL1

San3Gaclutn Yes 4 2 3 I Cl.

* Sonoll

* Yolo ,.,_



TAGLE A. 13 (continued)

Alteroitive Ranking of Alternative Collection Nethods Used (qll. Ol)

Collection CharKterlstlcs of Case Functional Level of Staff

Netho(Is Tax Wage Small Prtvate That ]Knease the Ltkelt* Resp(mslble for Initiating

Are Used Refund Girntsh- Property Clatms Collection Cred$t Civil Garnish Bank hood of Pursutt through Alternative Collection

3urisdtctlo_ _q8.01) Intercept 14mt Liens Court Atency Bureau Actions Acco_mts b Other Alternative Hethods (_8.04) Methods (q8.02)

CoioridO Yes ! 2 IlO pQI Icy CL

Boulder Yes 2 ! 0 (;1

Denver Yes 2 ! F.D FL

Gum Ison-Htnsdal · No

* 14esa

Pueblo No

Connecticut Yes 3 2 4 I No poi icy C_).C$,LS

* _ Haven

, TorringtOn

Delavaro Yesg I 2 3d F, L, 1 CS,L S

i_ New Castle
ilk

Sussex ti
O

District of Columbia a Yes Xe F.L.J.D CS

F1c_lda Yes x No po1 Icy AutoMted

Dede **

Polk **

Georgia Yes X Ail cases pursued Automated

6t lab Yes X F.O° AutMiated

Colquitt Yes X F.L.I.I) Automated

Fulton Yes X P,D Automated

Nad1son Yes X No po1 )cy Automated

* Peach

Guama NO

Hawll No

Honolulu **

#au$ ir*



TABLEA. 13 (continued)

Alternative Rankin2 of AlternativeCollectionMethodsUsed(q8.01} mm

Collection Charecteristtcsof Case FunctionalLevelof Staff

Wethods Tax Wage Sm11 Private ThatIncreasethe Ltke11- Responsiblefor Initiating

Are Used Refund Garnish- Property Claims Collection Credit Civil Garnish Bank hood of Pursuit through Alternative Coilecttcm

Jurisdiction (qS_l)]) Intercept lent Liens Court A(jenc_ Bureau Actions Accountsb Other Alternittve Wetheds (08.04) MethQ(Is _q8.02}

[ddlo YeS i 2 No po) Icy CD

* Ada

* Bonneville

* Canyon

* O_ee

* Shoshone

1111nots Yes 2 4 I 3e I CS

Cod( Co. (AshlMd) No

Cock Co. (EnglL',_od) No

Cook Co. (GM-field) No

Cook Co. ($. Suburban) leo

Greene NO

lndlma Yes I 3 2 F,E,D AL

Adms go,
I

c--. A1len NO

_._ Merton Yes ! 2 F,L,I CL,AL,OLa

Scott gO

Wayne YeS X F,L,D, OJ
C1

IM Yes 4 3 Z t 1,0 C$

lo,d **

Webster **_

Kamas IF_ 1 2 No poi icy AS,FO

Cherokee go

Frank1tn Nm

Lie IlO

Wichita Yes 2 t 4 3 F,L LL

Wyandotte Yes S Z 6 I 4 39 No po1icy LL



TAAIE IL ]3 (continued)

Alternative Rankin9 of Alternative Collection Netheds Used _6.01J

Collection Chlrecterlstlcs of Case Functional Level of Staff

Notheds Tax Wage $ml1 Private That [ncrelse the Likel$- Responsible for Initiating

Are Used Refund Garnish- Property Clatms Collection C_cllt Civil Garnish Bank hood of Pursuit through AIterfiattve Collection

Jurisdiction (QS. 0Z) Intercept lent Liens Court Agency Bureau Actions Accounts b Other Alternative Nothods (q8.04) Nethods (q8.02)

Kentucky Yes X F,L,D AL,C5

Bell No

Carter No

Hart No

Jefferson No

Todd No

Lou$siana Yes I 2 F,L,D,0 j AS.CS

Caddo NO

Ltncoln No

Or leans No

I St, Tallion y No

c._ Tangtpahoa No

Matne NO #o poi tcy

Augusta No

Leatstun No

Narylaed Yes 2 1e All cases pursued FL t

A1legany No

Baltimore Ctty No

Belt tlore County Yes X I CL,Ol n

Freder ick Yes Xe F,L, I,O AL ,OLn

Nontgumry Yes x e L Ct

Massachusetts Yes X No poltcy CS

Nalden No

Rosl tndale No



TABLEA, 13 (continued)

Alternative Ranking of Alternative Co)lection Hethods Used [_9_,01}

CoSTectton Characteristics of Case Functional Level of Staff

Netltods Tax ¥4KJe Small Private That Increase the Lfkeli- Responsible for Initiating

Are Used Refund Garnish- Property Claims Collection Credit Civil Garnish &aM hood of Pursutt through Alternative Collection

Jurisdiction Cq8,013 [n_eK_t lent Liens ..Court Agenc_ 6ureau Actions Accountsb Other Alternative Nethods.._6,04) 14ethods(Q8.02)

#tchtgan Yes X AI! cases pursued CS

Berrten YeS X F, ! .Or Mtomted

Branch Yes X ! ,Gq AutoMted

14tcomb Yes X No PO1tcy Autoawted

St. Clair Yes X No poltcy Automated

bklyne Yes X 0 Autoil4ted

#1nnesota Yes 3 1 2 No po1icy AL

Clay Yes 2 3 4 1° No I)ol $cy CL

Dakota No

Hennepin Yes Xe l, D AL

Ramey Yes X No pot icy LL

kkseca NO

Hisstsstppt No

t_ lttala No
_' Hinds Yes X DK AS

L._ Lo_mcles No

14adison No

Ttshomtngo No

Hi SSours Yesg 2 I 3 F FD.LD

Buchanan No

Jackson Ho

LafaYette No

Petits No

St. Louis No

Hontana Yes J 2 No poi icy

Cascade No

Levis & Ctark No



TABLEA. 13 (continued)

Alternative Rankln2 of Alternative Collection Methods Used ((_.01)
Collection Characteristics of Case Functlonal Level of Staff

Nethods Tax Wage Small Private Thlt Increase the Like11- Responsible for Initiating

Are Used Refund Garntsh- Property Claims Collection Credit Civt1 Girnish kfik hood of Pursuit through Alte_attve Collection

Jurisdiction (q8.01) Intercept Bent Ltens Court Acjenc_v Bureau Actions Accountsb Other Alternative Methods (q8.04) Methods (q8.02)

Nebraska No CS

Grand Is land No

Lexington No

Lincoln No

Oeaha No

Se_arcl No

Nevada Yes 2 3 I F,E,L, [oO,OJ CL

Clark **

Washue dr*

MevHampshire Yesg ! 2 P,F.L.D FS

i_ Dover "

_ Ke_e _'
.1>.

NewJersey Yes X No i)ol Icy CL

Bar1lngton Yes 1 S 2 2 2 L, O Cl.

Camden Yes X L, O CL

Essex Yes I 2 No I)ol icy CL

Hudsoa Yes X L CL

Ntddlesex Yes I 2 3 L, l,O CL.FL

NewMexico No

Bernal11Io No

Cibola No

New York Yesg Xc F LSg

* 8roome

Cortland No

[rte Yes 2 3 1 4 No po1icy Cl.

New York City No

* Onondaga



TABLE A. 13 (continued)

Alteroattve Ranking of AItarnattve Collection Nethnds Used (qe. O1)
Collection CharKtertsttcs of Case FuKttonal Level of Staff

Methods Tax Wage Small Private That !m:roase the Ltkell- Respeesible for Initiating

Are Used Refund Garnish- Property Claims Coilectton Credit Civil Garnish Bank hood of Pursuit through Alternative Collectioe

Jurisdiction (q8,01) Intercept meat tle_ Court Ac_K_f Bureau Actions Accountsb Other A!tematlv e Methods ((18.04) Metheds (q8.02)

North Carolina Yes X No policy AL

craven Yes x No i_1 tcy Cl.

Forsyth Ne

Halifax 14o

Hay,mod Yes x No po1tcy CL,AL

Yancey No

*North Oak_l

Cass Me

EBIGnS NO

GrandForks lb

Meuatrat I No

Stutsean No

Ohio Yes 2 ! P,F,D Cl.

Cuyahoga Me

I Oelavaro ilo

L_ Frankltn No
LII

Nahanieg Yes I L_ O (:3.

RlchlaM Ito

OklahoM Ne

Carter ""_

Custer

Oregon Yes ! 3 S 4 2c F,L,O.Oj CS

Albany lo

Cottage Grove ia

East Pott land Me

Springfield No

West Eugene No



TABLFA. [3 (continued)

Alternative Renkln2 of Alternative Collection Nethods Used (q6.011
Collection Characteristics of Case Functional Level of Staff

Hethods Tax Wage Sma11 Prlvate That Increase the Llkelt- Responsible for Initiating

Are Used Refund Garnish- Property Claims Col lectlon Credit Civil Garolsh Bank hood of Pursuit through Alternative Collection

Jurisdiction (q8. Ol) Intercept tent Liens Court Acjency Bureau Actions Accountsb Other AIteroatlve Netheds (q8.04) Hethods (q8.02)

Pennsylvania Yes X No po1Icy CS

Lycoel ncj No

PhlledelphJa (Center) No

PhiTadelphta (Ogontz) No

Philedelph ta (West) No

Westmoreland No

I_ode Island NO

Providence **

Idarvtck **

South Caroltna Yes X D (1

Oar! tngton No

Georgeto_ No

llc,_d)er_ No

Oram(Jebu_ No

Rtchland NO

South Dakota Yesg X F.L, %,O CD.CS

Bennett **

D4vIson *_

Tennessee No

Oavi_on No

_mme_r No

Texas Yes X L, 1,0k CS

* _xar

_wl tt Ref.

* H4rTtS

Smith Yes x OK AS

Tarrant No



TA_£ A. 13 (continued)

Alternative bnk$,nI of Alternative Collection IMthods Used ((_.OX)
Co)lectl(m Characteristics of Case Functiaea) Level of Staff

IMthods Tax Mage SMli Prtvate That Increase the Like11- Responsible for Initiating

Are Used Refund G4rntsh- Propeety Clatms Collection Credit Ctv$1 Mrnlsh Bank hoed of Pursutt through Alternative Collection

Jurisdiction _qS.0t) Intercept lent Liens Court Aqency 8ureau Actions Accountsb Other Alternative Nethods (qS.(_l) Nethods (qS. 0Z)

Utah Yes I 6 4 5 7 2 3 F,E,L.I,D CL

_91em 28

Regfm lA

Vermont Ne

H411_Cford

St. Alberts **

Vt_tnla No
Charlotte 1lies X Nopo1Icy FL

It_pton Ic lb

Norfot k lC Yes I 2 FoL,IoD FL

* PoKslcuth

I Putask! No
)''4
go

Virgin ]slmds a t4o

Washtngtm Yes 2 ] 3 L. l CS
Benton No

Ktng-Ral nj er No
Pierce #o

Spakme Ilo

V4KMIver NO

West Virginia Yes 2 3 I F,I,D CS

Beckley **

Chirleston **

WJscanSSn No

Bayfield No

Douglas NO

14tiwaukee No

Rock No

Seuk No



TABLEA. 13 (continued)

AlternatSve Ranking of Alternative Collection Methods Used [_.01_

Collection Characteristics of Case Functional Level of Staff

Methods Tax Wage Sell Private That Increase the Llke11- Responsible for Initiating

Are Used Refund Garnish- Property Claims Collection Credit Ctvtl Garnish Bank hood of Pursuit through Alternative Collection

Jurlsdicti on (qS.01) Intercept ment L tens Court Agenc.v Bureau Act ions Accountsb Other A1ternat ive .Methods(qS. 04} Methods (qB.02}

Wyemlng Yes 2 I 3 No po1icy CS
Carbon No

Crook Ves Xn No po1icy AL

Fremont Yes X X No po1Icy AL.CS
Notrona No

Park No

*State or local FSArefused Interview.

*_lltis series of questions was not asked tn tntervtem with local FSAs in states where the claims process is predominantly state-operated.

NA The question is not applicable to this local FSPsystem.

OKThe information was not available at the time of the $nterview.

Ref. The respondent refused to answer the question.

KEY: Rankfn(j: 1-8 - Banking of method Characteristics: 0 · Oollar amount Functional Level: A - Agency

_> X · Method used. but not ranked I · Inactive case C · Claims/Collections Unit
I

_.. or only method that was used L · Long-tern delinquency F · Fraud/Investigation Unit
L_
Oo E · Oldererror/claim I - LegalAuthority

P · PAhousehold 0 · Other

F · Fraudclaim

0 · Other

For eachof the above,code

_ether It Is:

L · Local/County

0 · Olstrtct/Regton

S · State



TABLEA. 13 (continued)

aThe District of Coluebta. Guammd the Vlrgtn Islands were not tnclucled tn the local FSAsurvey because most clatas collection Ktlvtttes are centralized in the state-level FSA.

bThts method vas not Included is an alternative In the census Instruments, but appeared so often as response to the census that It was Included as an alternative In the survey lnstruunnts,

C0tl revenue intercept.

ciRagutrementthat indtviclkial wk off the value of the claim through a public Job.

estate collection agency.

f#arrants Issued by state co,ptroiler to garnish clrcuit breakers (property tax rell_ for elderly), college grants, aM/or paychecks.

gThe alternative methodsire used for fraud clitms only.

hThls refers to a fraud Goordlnator Sn the local office Tether then a spec$aHzed fraud unit.

fError due to unreported IKaXM.

JHousehold has ras,urcas/uployed.

kA no.-edJudtcated case.

1County collecttou agency.

"County Parole and prolmtlm efftce.

npromi ssory note,

°AFOCgrant recoupaunt tkFeqh Integrated FSP/AFDCautolated system.

PN.nresponstve househald.

ql_xae_ Ici error.

I

L_



TABLEA.t4

(_TERISTICS OF THEPROCESSFORCLAINSSUSPENSIONS,

BYSTATEANOLOCALFSA t

Extstonce of a

Cia#as Are Functional Level of Claim ilevtew Process

Suspended Responsibility for To Determine Which Clates Suspension 0q_ctslms

vlthtn Thts Clatns Suspension ((]9.07) Clatm Are Eitglble k-e Revte_ by

Jiuetsdtctlos Jurisdiction Fraud Nonfraud for Sospenstom{q9.0l} HSgher-Level Staff {(]9.16)

Alabmhl Yes AL AL Yes No

Bt,lib Yes AL AL Yes No

Et4wah Yes AL AL Yes No

FPimklfn Yes AL AL Yes Ilo

NobtI e Yes _ ,AutOmated CL.Automated Yes No

Morlllm :' ' Nod MO Mo

ATJlka Yes FS CS Yes No

_nChorag_ldoon fi

Ki4_litkan
I

· " Aar,_z:ema Yes CS CS No No

_rtCOpa **

ArkaldBis Yes FS CS No Yes

Clay

IPht'111gS id

eCllitr_#t j

Los /_gmTes Yes CL CL No No

BiE,rlllrdt m V41t6 OLf CL,OLf Yes NO

San _' : Yes _ CL Yes No

il- SOgI(OIJ :'

· Yo'lo



TABLEA. 14 (continued)

[xlstence of ii /

Clates Are Functional Level of Claims Revlrd Process

Suspended Responslbllty for To Determine Which CZalmsSuspenSion Decisions

vlthln This Claims Suspension ((_).07) Clates Are Eligible Are Revleved by

3urisdJctJon Jurisdiction Fraud Nonfraud for Suspension (CJ9.01) HJ(jher-Level Stiff (q9.18)

CoIorado Yes CL CL Yes Yes

Boulder Yes Cl. CL Yes Yes

Denver Yes No No

Cenntsee-Hlnsdale Yes AL AL No No

* HesI

Pueblo Yes C_ CL Yes No

Connecticut Yes CS CS Yes No

NeyHaven t,

Torrington **

Delivlre Yes CS CS Ye_ No

_> Ney Castle "*I

,,_ SUSSEX "

District of Columbtaa Yesb CS Yes No

F1ortdl Yes CD CD Yes Yes

Oede *'

Polk

GeorgIa Noh

BJlM) No

Colquttt No
Fulton NO

14adlson No

. Peach

GuAma Yes FS FS Yes No



TABLE A. 14 (continued)

Existence of a /

Cialls Ara Functional Level of Clatus Revtev Process

Suspended _sponstbltty for To 0eterltne Whtch Clatus Suspension 0ectslons

vtthln This Clatus Suspension (Q9.07) Claims Are Eltglble Are Revlmted by

,TAJr_,dlctlon 3ortsdtctton Fraud Nonfraud for Suspension ((_.01) Htlher-Level Staff (Qg.III)

HIOM!ii No

Honoiul,u **

#aul e,,

Idiko Yes CD CD Yes No

'Jkll

' Ik_llle

· GIIwan

1_ 11Ilnols Yes CS CS No Yes
I

_-' Cook_. (/tshlusd) Ilo4_
_,_ Cook Ce. {Englevood) ilo

Ce_kCo_ (Garfield) No

CookCo. (S. Suburban) No

GrMae No

End,usa Yes AL AL No No

Adams Yes NAg AL No Yes

A11eh Yes CL CL Yes No

Iklrton Yes Cl. CL Yes No

Sc_t Yes AL AL Ho Yes

Idiyne Yes Ct. CL Yes No

loMa Yes CS CS Yes No

Iova

klebster **



TABLEA, 14 (continued)

Existence of ·

Claims Are Functional Level of Claims Review Process

Suspended Responslbltty for To Determine Which Claims Suspension Decisions

within This Claims Suspension ((_J.07) Claim( Are Eligible Are Reviewed by

Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Fraud NonfraIJd for Su,spension (qg.0]} Higher-Level Stair (_.!8)

Kansas Yes AutoMted Automated No Yes

Cherokee No

Frank1in No

l$nn No

wichita No

_andotte No

Kentucky Yes CS CS Yes No

Bell No

Carter No

Hart NO

Jefferson No

Todd No

I
_'" Louisiana Yes FS CS Yes No

.L'-* Caddo No

Lincoln No

Orleans No

St. Tmmy No

Tanglpahoa No

MaIne Yes FS AL No Yesc

_sta Yes _,Automat_ Al,Automated No No

lewistoa Yes F$ A1 No No

Maryland Yes AL AL Yes Yes

A1leoony Yes Ak AL Yes Yes

Baltimore City Yes CL CL,FL Yes OK

Bait ilore County Yes CL CL Yes No

Fredertek Yes AL AL Yes Yes

Nontgomery Yes Cl. CL Yes No



TABLEA, %4(continued)

Existence of · /

Claims Are Functional Level of Claim Review Process

Suspended Responsibltty for To Oetermine Which Claim Suspension Beclslons

vtthln This Claim Suspension (Q9.07) Clatm Are Eltglble Are Revieued by

_urlsdfctlm Jurisdiction FrlMd Nonfraud for Suspension ((19.01) HJghur-Level Staff (q9.18)

Ilasslclmletts Yes CS CS Yes No

: i

#IchfgAm Yes CS CS Yes No
krr lira Yes AL.CL AL. Ct Yes No

_ Yes AS.Autueatnd A$,Autoilated OK No

._ Yes aL AL Yes Yes

Sti. _ Y"S AutoMted Automated DK OK

Yes LSFS ALCL Yes yesc

Ht ue_SM_a Yes aL.CL ALoCL Yes Yes
Cls_, Yes CL CL Yes Yes

Oa_ Yes aL AL No No

I Herd_pin Yes OLf Automted OLf Autcmated Yes I1o

_ Yes aL RL No .o
LJ1 i i

_._, _ yes m aL Yes lo

Yes CS CS Yes No

Attl)l ia

Hinds lo

LMMS ia

_d_ k_
Tlshcilngo ia

Hisscerl Yes Autceeted Auteeated Yes No
Buchmm Yes aL ,AS AL.AS Yes No

Ja_son ia :

Laf·)_tte lo

PeRIs lo

St. Louis No



TABLEA. Z4 (continued)

Existence of a

C11111sAre Functional Level of Clalas Review Process

Suspended Resp_slb!lty for To Determine Which Claims Suspension Decisions

wfthln This Clates Suspension (q9.07) Clatas Are E!tgfble Are Reviewedby

Jurfsdlctton Jurisdiction Fraud Nonfraud for Suspension ((_J.0]) HI,er-Level Staff ((_19.18)

Nontana Yes CS CS Yes No

Cascade No

Leq(Is & Clark No

Nebraska Yes AS AS Yes No

_md Island Yes AL AL Yes Yes

LexI ngton Yes AS AS Yes No

Li ncoTn Yes AS RS Yes No

Omaha Yes Cl. CL Yes Yes

Seward Yes OK AL,Automated Yes Yese

Nevada Yes AL AL Yes Yes

Clark

i_ IdashM **
p.d

0%
NewHalpshtre No

Dover **

Keone d_

NewJersey Yes Ct CL Yes Yes

Burl tngton Yes CL CL Yes No

Caiden Yes Ct CL Yes No

Essex Yes Ct Ct Yes No

Hudson Yes CL CL Yes No

Ni cidlesex Yesc NA CL Yes No

NewMexico Yes CS CS Yes No

Berna!tllo Ne

Cibola No



TABLEA. 14 (continued)

Existence of · /

Clatms Are Functt_al Level of Claim Review Process

Suspended Responslbltty for To Determine Which Claim Suspension kctslcms

ulthtn This Clatm Suspension (q9.07) Clttm Are Eligible Are Ibevteldedby

__riSd!ctlon 3urlsdlct$on Fraud Nonfr&ud for Suspension (_,0[} Higher-Level Staff (QO.le)

I1_ York Yes AL,CL,FL AL,_,FL Yes Yes

CoPrLT_ Yes CL CL Yes No

Erile; Yes C1 CL Yes Yes

York Cfty Yes Cl. CL Yes No

* e.o._:

k_h _H!i., yes AL AL yes #o' i

Yes (1 CL Yes Yes

F°rs3K# i Yes CL CL Yes Ha
Halifax Yes (1 CL Yes Yes

t$11ydoOal Yes Cl. CL Yes Yes

Yancey Yes /btomted Autemated Yes No

I :1;

.k"-

"'J CaSS__ Yes AL AL No No
_ Yes AL,LS AL Yes No

GrandFerks Yes M AL No Yes

I_untrl_! Yes AL AL No Il()

Stut_: Yes AL Al. No No

Okto _: _ Yes C3. CL Yes Yes

Cu),akoga Yes O. CL Yes Ho

Oelimlire Yes AL AL Yes HQ

Frinki In Yes Cl. CL Yes Yes

NJhonhtg Yes C:L C:L Yes No
R$chiimd Yes AL AL Yes No

Okliho_ Yes CS CS Yes No

Carter **

Custer **



TAlE _ 14 (continued)

I;xtsteltce of a /

Claims Are FuKtlc_al Level of Clales Review Process

Suspended Nosponslbltty for To Determine Rich Clales Suspension Decfstc_s

within This Claims Suspension (q9.07) Claim Are Eligible Are Reviewed by

Jurisdiction 3urisdictlon Fraud Nonfrand for Suspension (qg.01) Higher-Level Staff (C_.]8)

Qregen Yes CS CS Yes No

A1bany No

Cottage _ove No

East Portland No

Sprl ugfleld No

West Eugene No

PeensyIvant a Yes AS AS Yes No

Ly_tug

Phlladell_ta (Center) NO

Phi lndelphla (Ogontz) No

_tladel_la (West) No

_stmorela_ NO

I Mede Island Yes CS CS Yes No

Providence "'*

Marvlck

South Clroli nm Yes _ CL Yes Yes

Darl lngt on Yes CL CL No Yes

Georgetom Yes CL CL Yes No

Newberry Yes _ CL Yes Yes

Ormgeburg Yes _ CL No Ho

IHch land Yes _ CL Yes Yes

South Dakota Yes CS CS Yes Yes

Bennett '_

Davison *'*

Temessee Yes AL AL Yes Yes

Davtdson Yes Cl. CL Yes No

Sulner Yes _ AL Yes Yes



TAlE A.14 (continued)

Existence of i /

ClitIS Are Functtcmal Level of Clitns Review PrGcess

Suspended Ilmsponsibltty for To Determine Uhtch Claims Suspension Decisions

within This Claim Suspension (Qg.07) Clatns Are Eligible Are RevfL-dedby

3urtsdtctton 3urlsdlctton Fraud Nonfraod for Suspension ((_J.01) Htsher-Level Staff ((39.18)

Te_es Yes CS AL,CL No No

* kxir

B_fi,tt I_f.

* ikirr tS

_diith, Yes FS AL Yes Yese

Tarran_ Yes FD CD DK DK

Utah Yes C1 CL No Yes

Regl_m2B **

Reg'i_ 7A '"

Vermont Yes AL AL No Yes

Hlrtford '")

I_ St. AIMns **

VIrg in ti Yes CL,FL CL,FL Yes Yes

CharTotte Yes AL AL No No

14aml_mlC Yes CL GL Yes Yes

llo_'olk lC Yes FL AL Yes Yes

* PGr_SaK_th

I_laskt Yes FL AL Yes No

V'J_tn Islands i Nb

WeshMgton Yes CS cs Yes Yes

lent(m lo

KIng-Rlinler No

Pi_ce lo

Spokane No

Vancouver No

West Vtrgfnti Yes CS CS No No

DeckTey **

Charleston **



TABLEA, 14 (continued)

[xlsteoce of a f

Claims Are Functional Level of Clates Review Process

Suspended Responslbllty for To Oetermlem¥htch Clatns Suspension Decisions

within This Claims Suspension (09.07) Claim Are Eligible Are Revtevecl by

Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Fraud Nonfraud for Suspension _qg:01) HI,er-Level Staff (Cp.18)

WtsconsI n Yes AL AL DK Yes

k_ le ld Yes AL AL Yes No

Doug1as Yes AL AL Yes No

HtIwaukee Yes CL CL Yes Yes

Rock Yes FL FL Yes No

Sauk yes AL AL Yes No

Wyemlng yesd CS CS 14o No

Carbon No

Crook Yes AL.CS AL,CS Yes Yes

Frwt Yes AL,CS AL. CS Yes Yes

Retrona No

Park No
_>

I

Ljl
O

*State or local FSA refused interview.

**This sertes of questions waSnot asked in the intervte_ with local FSAs in states where the claims process is preclominantly

st ate-op_etnd.

I_ The question ts not applicable to this local FSP system.

me The information waSnot available at the time of the interview.

NOr. The respondent refused to answer the question.

KEY: Fuoctlonal Level: A · Agency

C · Claims/Collections Unit

F * Fraud/investigation Unit
o · Other

For each of the above, code

whetherit Is:

L · Local/County

O · District/Region

S · State



TABL£A. 14 (continued)

aThe District of Columbia. Guamand the Virgin Islands were not tncluded in the local FSA survey because most claim collection /

activities are centralized in the state~leve) FSA.

bFr&ud claims are not suspended.

CThts rl_spohse ts for fraud ctaillS only.

dClitm SUSl_msfm_t$ very seldom used.

eThts respmtse !s for nonfraucl o_ly.

fThe ceuty collectlon agency.

gClSes of suspected fraud have never been puroned in this local FSA.

hBised on local FSAsurvey respmIses, this entry Is changed from 'yes' to 'no' to reflect a clearer understanding of the pre-

terilinatioa process. Georgia relulatlons forbid suspensions in the strict definition of the uord; hoMever, there ts · period of

6 years (for nomfr4ud cases) to 10 years (for fraud cases) during which estab)lshed clalalS are kept active prior to termination.

I

_n
F-M



TABLEA. IS

CHAWICTER[STICSOF TIlE PROCESSFOIlCLAINSTEIIII[NAT[ON,BY STAREAll0 LOCALFSA
/

Length of TiM Reasons for Claims

Clales Are SuspendedClaim is Car?yfng Suspended Determlnatlofi

Temlnated Functional Level of Carried m Books Claim on 8ook$ Declsloes Are

Within Thts Responsibility for Prior to JerslJnatlm Beymd Reqolred RevJMd by

_risdl,_lon 3urlsdJctlmJ Claim terBtnotlen,,(Qg.13) [Years) [.q9.i6) . thr.en.Years (Q9.17} Higher-Level Staff (Qg.18)

A!abma Yes AutomLed 6 N No

Blbb Yes AL 3 S No
;i

Etod_ Yes AL,Autclat ed 3 No
Yes AS Indefinitely C,L Yes

Nob!ie Yes Ct ,Automated lndef Inltely $,C NO

Honjm Yes AL NAf Se NO

Alask& Yes CS,Fl 3 NO
i 'i

Anch_ql_uIdoon '*
Ketdll kll t*

A_tzcm,! , Yes CS Indefinitely L No
It

Navl_i **

Arkanses No ] ndef inltely L

C1AY **

Phillips **

LosAngeles Yesg CL 3 S No

SamDImm*dina YeSh OLt 3 No

_n i,_aquln Yes C_ 3 No
* Sunol4

' Yo)o
,; i



TABLEA. IS (continued)

Length of Ttee Reasons for Claims /

Claim Are SuspendedClaim Is Carrying Suspended Determination

Tenalnated Functional Level of Carried on Books Claim on Books Decisions Are

Wtthtn This Responsibility for Prior to Termination Beyond Required Reviewedby

Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Clales Termination ((_.13) {Years) {qg. 1§) Three Years {09. t7) Higher-Level Staff (qg. 16)

Colorado Yes CL 3 Yes

Bouider Yesf CL 6.3 c C Yes

Denver Yes CL 3 No

Gumtson-Htnsdal e Yes AL [ndef tn tie1 y OK No
* New

Pueblo Yes Ct 3 No

Connectt cut Yes CS 3 No

* Ney Haven

* Torrington

Delaware Yes CS Indef lnitely.3 c C No
Rev Castle **

Sussex **

I Otstrtct of Coluibta a Yes CS 3 No
L.n

Florida Yes CO · 3 S Yes
DaM **

Polk **

Georgla Yes Automated 10,Sc L No
Blbl) No

COIqut tt No

FuIton Yes Autoeated HAe M Yes

14adlson Yes AL MAe Rb Yes

* Peach

GuMa Yes FS 3 No

Hawaii No

Honolulu **

14au_, **



TABLE)LIS (continued)

Length of Tfae Reesonsfor CJ&fms /

Clltes Are SuspendedClaim Zs Carrying Suspended OeteraJnattm

Teminated FuKtJonal Level of Carrfed on 8oK)ks Claim on Books Declstoes Are

Within This Responsibility for Prior to TermtnstJm Beyond Rec_Jred Revlewd by

JurfsdJcttOw JurfsdJctt(m Ciafes Ter_.lfiatton (q9.13) (Yelrs) (Qg.16) Three years ((p. 17) Higher-Level Stiff (Qg.LB)

Idaho Yes CD 3 No

* Ado

* Bom_11 le

* Cenym

* o_,,

II IlnoJs Yes CS indefinitely C Yes

C_j' CO. (_hlmd) h

CookC_ (Eng)evcod) so
Cook Co. (Girfleld) No

Cook Co, (S, S_urbln) No

GrNtlm No

I Indlmi Yes AL Indefinitely.3 c C No
p.a

Adams yes9 AL Indefinitely C,R Yesg

Al len Yes (1 3 No

14arton Yes (1 3 No

Scott Yes M Indefinitely L,C No

_e Yes (1,Auteaited 3 C No

love Yes CS 4 L No

lo,m **

Webster **

Kaesas Yes AS S C Yes

Cherokee No l:

Frank) In NO '
: i

LIrm No

Wtchtte No

Wyandotte No



TABLEA.15 (continued)

Length of Hie Heasons for Clalls

Claims Are SuspendedClaim is Carrying Suspended Determination
Terminated Functional Level of Carried on Books Claim on Books Decisions Ar_

Idlthln This Responsibility for Prior to TerlInatio_ BeyondRewired RevlMd by

Jurisdiction _Jrtsdtctton Clatms Teriinatio_ {Cp.13} (Years) {(29.16] Three Years (q9.17) HI2her-Level Staff (q9.18)

Kentucky Yes CS lndef lnltely S No

Bell No

Carter No

Hart No

,)efferson No

Todd No

Louis1 ara Yes AutMmted 3 No

Caddo No

Lincoln No

Orleans No

St. Tammany No

:_. Tangi pahoa No
I

_n Natne Yes C5 3 No

Augusta Yes /_ ,Automated 3 No

Levi stcm Yes AL ! ndeftn I tel y C No

Narylaed Yes AL 3 Yes

Allegany Yes AL 3 No

Baltimore City Yes CL 3 OK

bit imore County Yes Ob Indefinitely L NO

Frederick No Indefinitely C No

Montgomery Yes CL OK OK No

Nassachosetts Yes C5 3 Yes

Nalden No

Resl lndale No



TABLEA, 1S (continued)

Length of TIM Reasons fro' Clatls /

Clates Are SuspendedClaim Is CM'rying Suspended Determlmltto_

Tenllnated Functional Level of Ca.tied on Books Cia1. on Books Decisions Are

Hlthtn This Responsibility for Prior to Terltnattcm 6eyond Required Revteved by

,lurtSdlctJoo ....Jurtsd..tctlon Claim Termination ((J9.13) (Years) (q9..!6) Three Years (09.L7) Htaher-Level Staff (q9.18)..

Nlchtgan Yes CL 3 NoJ,

Yes AL.CL 3 No

6ranch Yes Autoeated,AS 3 No

/McMIb Yes AL,CL Indefinitely R Yes
St. _a$r DK

IM3Me Yes _ .FL, FS 3 Yesh

Nt nnelidl:41 yS AS 3 Yes
, i

Cl'_ii, YeS - J v.
Daht& Yes Automated [rider in ttel y L No

Yes AS I (_ No

RMI_ Yes O. 3 No
j:ili

wai_ ves9 AL J No

Miss tsldpp, f Yes CS 3 No
_n Attala No..j

Hi nds Mo

Lo_s NO

hdfson NO

ttsbMfngo No
i!

HIssMrl Yes Automted 3
_ i!!ii ii i

_amm Yes AL,F$ 3 Yes
h

31ctSOn No

LafiLye_e lO

PRt!s _; ;: '' ', NO ,
St. Louts ll_ ' :

, ! h

iii:
Hontma yes _ 3 No

Cascade No

Lewis & Clark No



TABLE/L IS (continued)

Length of Tile Reasonsfor Claims

Claim Ant SuspendedClatll Is Carrying Suspended Deterlinattoo

Teritnltl(I Functtcmal Level of Carried on Books Claim on Books Decisions Arm

Within This Respanstbl!lty for Prior to Termination Beyond Required Reslewd by

Jurisdiction Jurisdiction Claims Termination (_J.13) (Years) (09.16) Three Years (Q9.17) Hi2her-Level Staff {q9.18)

Nebraska Yes AS 6 C No

Grand !s land Yes AL,AS 3 Yes

Lexing ton Yes AL,AS 6 R No

Lincoln Yes AS 6 R No

Omaha Yes CL 3 Yes

Seward yes OK,ALc 3 OK.Yesc

Nevada yes CL 3 Yes

Clark **

k_lshoe **

Hilpshire #oe

Dover *_

j:_ Keeoe **

_n
C_ New Jersey Yes CL · 3d N Yes

Burl ingtoo yes CL indefinitely C No

Camden yes CL indefinitely L,C No

Essex Yes Cl.. 3 No

Hudson yes C_ 3 No

Middlesex yes9 Cl. Zndefinftely L No

Nexico Yes Automated 3 No

Bemal 11Io No

Cibola No

York yes AL,CL,FL · 3(:13 N Yes

* Broom

tort land Yes CL. 3 NO

Erte Yes FL,CLc ]ndef tnltely L.C.R Yes

NewYork City yes Cl. 3 No

* Onondaga



TABLE& ZS (COntinued)

Length of Time Reasons for Claims

Claim Are SuspendedClaim Is Carrying Suspended Oetermtnmtten

Terminated Functienal Level of Carried on Books Claim on Books Decisions Are

Within This ReSpc4)sibtltty for Prior to Termleati_ Beyced Required Revleved by

_rt_c_ctlen ,lurlsdtctton Claim Termination (Q9.13] (Years) {Q9.16) Three Years (Cr).17) H12her-Level Staff (09.18)

North Camlln4 Yes Automated 3 No

Craven Yes Autoented 3 No

Fors_th Yes Automated 3 No

He)ihu_ Yes CL 3 Yes

Haydend 14o

YanC4W Yes AL,Automated %riderlnlteiy L.C No

*lioetk Dakota

Cass yes _ 3 No

Emmms yes AL 3 No

_md. farts Yes AL Indefinitely OK Yes

14oun_rai1 Yes AL 3 No

$totseen Yes AL 3 No

Oh1o Yes CS 3 Yes

c_yahogm yes CL indefinitely L NO
OelMre Yes AL 3 NO

Frenkl M Yes CL 3 Yes

#lhonlng Yes C_ lndef tnltely L,C No

Rtchland Yes AL 3 NO

Okla_ Yes CS 3 NO

C_elr **
Custer **

Oregom Yes _tometed 3 Yes

Albany No

Cottage Grove No

East Portland No

Springfield No

West Eugene No



TABLEA. 15 (continued)

Length of TIM RHsons for elites

Claims Are SuspendedClaim Is Carrying Suspended 0etermlnatlnn

Terminated Functtenal Level of CarTted on Books Claim on Books DecisionS Are

Wtthln Thts Respenstbllity for Prior to Termination Beyond Required ReviMd by

JurJsdtctinn JurJsdJctlnn Claims Termtnntlo_ (q9.13) (Yelrs} (qg. t6} Three Years (Q9.17) Higher-Level Stiff (Q9.18)

Pennsylvania Yes Autolated 3 No

Lycomlng No

Phi 1edelphla (Center) No

Philadelphia (Ognntz) Iii

Philadelphia (West) No

Westmoreland No

Rh(xle Island Yes CS 3 No

Providence **

Warwick **

South Carolina Yes AL ]ndef tnltely L Yes

Dar1lngt on Yes LL.CLc 3 Yes

i:_ Morgetc_m Yes CL 3 No

Noqdberry Yes CL 3 Yes

Orengebur9 Yes C1 [ndef lnttely R No
Richland Yes _ 3 Yes

South Dakota Yes CS 3 Yes

Bennett **

Oavtson **

Tennessee Yes AL [ndef lnltely L Yes

David$on yes9 Cl. 3 Yes

Sumner Yes /_ [ndef Inttely C Yes

Texas Yes Automated S C No

* 8exar

OeWttt Ref.

* HarTts

_mtth Yes Al. ,FS Indef tnttely,DK c C Yes9

Tarrant Ok



f

TABLEA. ]5 (continued)

Length of TSea Reasonsfor Clatms

Claim Awe SuspendedClatm Is Cerrytng Suspended Oeterslnetton

Tenllnated Functional Level of Carried on Books Claim on Nooks Decisions Are

Within This Responsibtltt_ for Prior to Terifnitlon Beyond Required Revteved by

,iurtsdtctton 3urtsdtctlon ClaSm Ternln4tton (Q9.13) (Years) (Q9.16) Three Years ((]9.17) Higher-Level Staff (Q9.18)

Utah Yes C1 3 Yes

Regtm 2B **

Regton 7A **

Veniont Yes AL Indefinitely A Yes

Hartford **

S_, A1 bill dr*

VIr_ltnli Yes AS 3 No

ChirIQtte Yes /L .FL [ ndef in I tel y C No

ffalpton IC Yes Cl. [ndaf tnitely h Ok Yes

Norfolk lC Yes MtNlted 3 No

* PO_Mlmath

Pulisk I Yes /L .FL 3 No

I
_-' Noe_, Virgin Islands i

Washington Yes CS 3 Yes
Benton No

King -Rmtnj er No

Pterce No

Spokme No

Vancouver No

Nest Virginia Yes CS ¿nclef initeiy S No
k:

Becklby **

£harlHton **

IdJscms t n Yes Autoeated 3 Yes

hyfieJd Yes AL Indaflnttely C No

Oouglas Yes AL 3 No

Nj1vaukee YESg C:L I ndef I ntt ely 01 Yes

Rock Yes FL Zndeftn itely C,R No

Sauk YES _L 3 No



f

TAlE A. 15 (continued)

Length of Time Reasonsfor Clailt$

Clatas Are SuspendedClaili Is Carrytng Suspended Deterllnatlon

Terminated Functional Level of Carried on Books £1at. on Books Oeclslons Are

Withtn This Responsibility for Prior to Tenmieatlon Beyond Required RevtevH by

,kJrtsdictlon Jurisdiction Clatas Termination (_9. t3) (Years) (q9.16) Three Years cq9.17) Higher-Level Staff ((_J.t8}

Wymalng Yes CS 4 L Yes

Carbon No

Crook Yes AL Indefinitely L No

Freeoont No

Natrona No

Park No

*State or local FSA refused interview.

**This series of questions was not asked tn the interviews with local FSAs in states w_ere the clalls process Is precloitnantly state-operated.

NAThe question is not applicable to this local FSP system.

i_ wasnot 4it the ttme of the interview.OK The information &v&tlible
).d
C_ lief. The reSpondent refused to answr the queStion.

K[Y: Functional Level: A · Agency Reasonsfor Carrying: A - )kJdtt purposeS

C * Claims/Collections Untt L - Legal restrictions

F · Fraud/Investigations Unit S - Shortage of staff/resources

0 · Other C · Continued pursuit of claim

N · No specific reason

For each of the above, code R · State requirements

whether It ts: 0 · Other

L * Local/Connty

D · District/Retion

S · State



TABLE/_ 16 (continued)

eThe Dtstrict of Colmbla, Guamand the Vtrg_n [slimds were not included tn the local FSAsurvey because most claim collection Kttvfttes

are centrtllzed In the state-level FSA.

brhis rem_ was not included in the census lnstr_J_nts hot was listed by cereus respondents often enough to be included ils an alt_'r_tlve

In the surreal tnstrments.

CThEfirst ft_iure Is for fraud claims, the saccmd for nonfraud cTatis.

dThe lmgtk of time I suspendeddado is carried varies across tM state.

eThere ts ilso no SUSpensionof claimS.

fBecauSeof backlog, suspensions of claims ore not undertaken but terminations are.

gThts reflects nonfr4md claim only.

hThts refers ;_ fraud claims only.

iTM ceat_ W_lKttm agency _tch Is under the courts system.
JThe conWt_r systm Is set w tMt wly for auditing purposes.

kThe c!allS that 4ifil established tn court are c_rrted.

1The clote$ collKtion systm ts not yet automated.

c_
t_J



TABLEA. 16

ROUGHPROFESSIONALESTIHATESOF THEEFFECTIVENESSOFTHECLAUaSCOLLECTIONPROCESS.

BY STATEANDLOCALFSA

Existence of Reasons Professional [sttmtes of the Percenta2e of (qlO._):

a Becklog of for the Claims Claim Referrals

Overtssuancas BKklog of Identified Referrals That for Suspected Established

and Claims To Overtssuances Overlsseances Lead to Fraud That Lead Clatas for ¥#(ch EstabliShed Claims

lie Processed and Claim That Lead to Established to Established SomeCollections That Eventually

3urfsdlctlm (qlO. 08) (qlO. CG} Claims Referrals C!atms Fraud Claims Are Nade BecomeOellnquent

A1abatoll Yes S.L SOl 50% 7OK 25% 50_

Btbb Yes S 90 ilo S ?S 50

Etowih Yes $ lO0 90 90 60 75

Frankl Is . Yes P,Oe 100 98 99 7S 80

Nobi)e Yes $ ,L ,P 50 50 30 10 90

Norg_n Yes S 100 70 80 60 70

Alaska Yesb P OK ON 70 65 30

An_No Idoon No
KetcktlKin Yes S.L.P,Od 100 ICG 75 6S 65

I--, H!i!)
o_

_izc_ i: Yes S 60 90 8 70 70

14artcopl YeS L 80 75 DK OK 50

aavaJo No a0 80 DK OK DK

Arkansas Yes S,L OK OK 26 OK 50

C! ay Yes S,L 90 130 80 96 OK

Phillips Yes S.p 6o 50 70 7s zs

*Ca1 Jfm'nla

Los Mgeles Yes O,P OK OK DK 21 86

San Bernardino Yes S 100 ICG 60 70 83

San ,)oaquin Yes S,O,P ICG 90 50 90 SO

* SOnMal

* Yolo



TABLEA. %6(continued)

Existence of Reasons Professiona] Estimates of the Percentage of (qlO. 06}:

i Backlog of for the Claims Claim Referrals

Overissuances Backlog of Identified Referrals That for Suspected Established

and Claims To Overtssuances Overlssuances Lead to Fraud That Lead Clal,s for Which Established Claims

Be Processed ami Clalms That Lead to Established to Establishmi SomeCollectloes ThatEventually

Jurisdicttce {qlO.OB} (q10.08) Claims Referrals Claims Fraud Clal,s Are Nade BecomeOeltnquent

Colorade Yes S.D 95 90 60 17 20

Boul der Yes S gO 40 50 SO 90

_nver Yesb l ,O OK 60 I0 50 80

Gumtson-H tnsdal · #o 100 lO0 SO 66 SO

· Mesa

Pueblo No lO0 95 ?S 40 20

ConnectI cut Yes S,L lO0 75 87 70 75

· MewHaven

· Torrington

_. Dela_re Yes S,L OK OK OK OK OK i
I NewCastle Yes S,Oe OK 85 SO IdA #A

O_
O_ Sussex No 80 75 25 OK OK

District of Colulata a Yes P 33 96 60 65 52

Florida Yes S OK 76 OK OK 50

Oacle Yes S 50 SO 12 15 80

Polk Yes S,L .D,Of 8S ?0 30 25 ?S

Georgia Yes S OK 68 58 27 DK
8t bb Yes S,L ,0g 90 60 SO 7S ?S

Colqut tt Yes S,Oh OK OK OK DK OK

Fult o_ Yes S,L,O f OK OK OK 25 OK

Medison Yesc L 95 95 75 75 25

· Peach

Guma No OK OK 90 OK 50



TABLEA, 16 (cont$nued)

Existence of Reasons Professional £stimtes of the Percentage of (QIO.06):

J Backlog of for the Clatms Claims Roferrals

Overlssuances Backlocj of Identified Referrals That for Suspected Established

and Clatms To Overtssuances Overissuances Lead to Fraud That Lead Clains for Mhtch Established Claims

Be Processed and Claims That Lead to Established to Established SomeCollections That £ventually

3urtsdlctton (qlo. Oo} {qIo. 08} Claims Referrals Claims Fraud Claims Are Nade BecomeDelinquent

Hawa11 Yes S.L OK OO 60 7S 57

Hone1,lu Yes S.L .D 95 )00 ! 20 .50

Naul Yes L .OoP gO gO go I_ ifa

idaho . No IlK DK OK OK DK

* Ada

* Bonnwltle

* Canymli!,_

* ShoS_

1111nO_S No 1O0 lO0 lO 25 10

Cook Cda_(_#lan4) Yes P tO0 OK 2)0 10 OK

I Cook _i (Emjlmeood) Yes L 1OO 50 OK DK DK

o', Cook (_o. (Giirfleld) Yes $,P,O j 99 95 OK OK DK
-,,,.j

CookCo, (S. Suburban) Yes S,O 98 98 OK OK DK
Greene No lO0 20 IdA I_ IdA

Indl ama Yes S,D DK OK OK OK OK

Adams No l o0 too, M 80 0

Allu * Yesb P tOO 97' 95 75 87

Idlm'ldm Yes S,L ,O 8_ 90 80 20 60

Sco_t Yes S.L 100 100 too 60 SO

_e ' Yesb S,p 99 99 tO SO 50

Iowa Yes S OK OK 95 10 26

1o,4 Yesb p 100 tOO 20 7_ 40

Webster Yes S,L .O.P 100 too go 75 50



TABLE A. 16 (continued)

Existence of Reasons Professional Estimates of the Percentaqe of {qlO. OG):

· Backlog of for the Clatms Clal-< Referrals

Overlssuaoces Backlog of Identified Referrals That for Suspected Established

and Claims To Overtssuances Overissuaoces Lead to Fraud That Lead Clalms for Which Establishnd Ciatms

Be Processed and Ciatas That Lead to Established to Established Some CollectJoes That Eventually

Jurisdiction (qlO. OBI (qlO. 08) Claims Referrals Claims Fraud Claims Are Madd Become Delinquent

Kansas Yes S ,L 50 90 95 70 80

Cherokee Yes S ,L ,D,P 100 100 _ _ 70 95

Frank1 in Yes S,L I00 100 75 SO SO

Lt nn Yes SoP IO0 %00 80 75 3S

Wtchtta Yes S,L ,D,P 40 95 g5 90 10

Wyandotte Yes S,L,D,P,O s 95 85 85 80 DK

Kentucky Yes S.L 0P io0 34 OK 70 SO

Bell Yes S,L,D,P IO0 76 36 g5 DK

Carter ilo 90 go 95 95 OK

Hart Yes S ,L ZOO 7S 35 7S 25

Jefferson Yes L 100 80 SO 80 DK

Todd Yes S .P 80 75 10 95 S

I

o_ Lou I s ! ana Yes L OK g9 g5 7S OK
C_

Caddo Yes S 50 gS 30 70 20

Lincoln Yes L,O,P SO 45 3_ 40 70

Or leans Yes S,L ,D,P 90 g6 5_ 2S 75

St. Tamany Yes S 90 gO 50 30 75

Tangipahoa No 97 go 40 SO 35

Maine Yes S OK OK 20 _K IS

&ugust a Yes S TO0 TO0 20 75 tO

Lewt stoa Yes S,L ,P 75 80 75 60 10

Maryland Yes S ,O OK OK OK OK OK

A1legany Yes S,L ,O gS SS 35 85 SO

Bait tmore City Yes S,O,P IO0 95 1S 50 SO

8alt 1core County Yes S gS 80 g8 70 2S

Freder lck No lO0 100 80 $0 30

Nont gomry Yes L lo0 [)lC 2 OK OK



TABLEA. 16 (continued)

Existmce of Reasons Professional Estimates of the Percentage of (QLO.O6):

i Backlog of for the Claims Clatls Referrals

Overlssulnces Backlog of Identified Referrals That for Suspected Established

and C!atms To Overlssuances Overtssuances Lead to FraUd That Lead Clals fro" tdhtch Established Claims

lie Processed and Clatms That Lead to Established to Est.bllshed SomeCollections That Event.ally

3urt_d_ction {qxo. oo) (q]O. OG) Clatms Referrals Claims FraUd Claims Are Ha4e BecomeOellmTuent

Idassichusetts Yes P 90 90 98 60 SO

Nildm:_ No 95 OK DK DK DK

noS!Sedate No DK OK OK OK DK

Ntch!gia Yes N DK OK OK 70 OK
Yesb P 90 94 SO 76 SO

b'_r_ i _ No OK OK OK DK OtC
MaC°"lb Yes L 65 66 30 60 .t0

St. Clair Yes S,L.D,P 95 95 IS 76 60

Yesb p 75 lO0 SO 96 S

#fnnesgti Yes S.L 99 ]_ 99 20 DK

Clay Yes P 90 90 SO OK DK

i_ Dakota Yes S,LAD,P 90 100 75 75 76
Hemal)in Yes S,L.P OK OK OK 60 KA

c_
,_ Rim,_ Yes S,L ,P 60 9S ] 75 30

_seca No 99 99 NA 86 S

Mtss tssiPPt Yes $ DK 99 80 60 SO

At_] a :_ Yes S.L.D.P ]LO0 ]00 99 50 2

mnd_ No lOO ge 99 5o so
Lomdes Yes S,O,P 46 OK 30 7 80

#adfsom YeS $ 100 90 66 90 lO

TishoBlngo Yes $ 90 99 90 54) 50

Htssourt Yes S,p lO0 100 90 60 80

Buchmm Yes S DK DK _,_, OK DK

J4c_son Yes $ lO0 65 DK NA NA

Lafayette Yes S.L 90 85 lO OK OK

Pert is Yes S lO0 SO HA NA NA

St. Louts Yes 5,0 lO0 26 OK SO 30



TAEL£A. 16 (continued)

Existence of Reasons Professional Estimates of the Percentqe of (qI0. OO):

a Bocklog of for the Claims Claims Referrals

Overlssuinces BKklog of identified Referrals That for Suspected EstibllsMd

and Clatls To Overissuances 0verlssuaKes Lead to Fraud That Lead Clatms for Whtch Established Claims

Be Processed and Claims That Lead to Established to Established Sole Collections That Eventually

,]urisdtctice {qlO. OO) (qI0. OO) Claims Referrals Claims Fraud Claims Are NaM BecomeDelinquent

Nantana Yesb P OK IOO l0 60 40

Cascade Yes S,D 95 60 35 60 NA

Lewis & Clark Yes S.L.P 75 zoo L00 9S 20

Nebraska Yes S DK OK DK OK OK

Grmd Island Yesc S lOG 75 100 75 7S

Lexl ngton Yes L 95 95 DK 90 _0

Lincoln Yes S,L 95 95 I 25 60

Omaha Yes S,L,D,P 75 95 20 40 7S

Seward ldo 90 95 0 80 30

Nevada Yes S,L 100 92 DK 70 30

C1ark Yes S.L ,P OK OK OK OK DK

:J> Idashoe Yes S lO0 75 25 25 SO
I

_j

O NewHeN)shire Yes P OK 60 60 SO 60

Dover No TO0 75 75 75 26

Keene M OK OK OK OK OK

NewJersey Yes S 92 98 33 66' 73

Burl fngton Yes D,P 100 90 80 73 50

Camden Yes S 100 75 50 OK OK

Essex Yes S tOO 85 OK 80 3S

Hudson Yes S,O 98 99 95 100 80

Htcldlesex Yes SoP,Ok lO0 85 25 65 75

NewNextco Yes S,L 100 IOO 83 40 40

Bernal 11lo Yes S 50 SO 10 OK OK

Ctbola Yes S OIC OK OK NA NA



TABLEA, iii (continued)

[xtstence of Reasons Professional EsttNtes of the Percentile of (010.06);

a Backlog of for the ClatBs Claim Reforrals

Overtssuinces Backlo9 of [clentlfled Referrals That for Suspected Establlslmd

and ClatBs To Overtsstmnces Overtssuances Lead to Fraud That Lead Claims for Mhlch Establtshnd Ciatas

Be I_ocesead and Claims That Lead to Established to EstabTishnd SomeCollections That Eventually

Jurlsdlctlm (qiO. O9) (QIO.OB) Claims Referrals Claims Fraud Claim Are Nade 8_ome Delinquent

New York Yes $ 100 lDO 11 IS 90

* Bromlw

Co_iand Yes $.D,P 66 ElS lOO SO SO

[rte Yes S,O,P 98 80 25 85 40

NewYork Ctty Yes S lO0 95 96 65 20

* Onondaga

North ClraltN Yes N OK OK OK OK DK

Cravea No 100 g9 HA 95 ,_0

Foi_yt b Yes $ .01 OK 50 OK 20 60

Hmit lek Yes S ,O,P 90 8S 50 90 30

Kapmod Yes S 100 25 DK 75 30

Yanc_. Yes S ,L lO0 40 0 80 20

I
_' *North Dakota
..j

*-" Cass No tOO 100 100 85 30

EmmPm No 100 95 96 95 S

Grand Forks No lO0 lO0 100 85 OK

14o_trltI No lO0 73 90 96 4

stut_mm No lO0 l_ S 80 lO

Ohio Yes $ DK OK 75 80 60

Cuyehega Yes _,P,O OK 40 35 50 20

D_la_ape No 96 96 0 70 SO

Frankl in Yesb p 100 80 S 45 55

PiaNOIttfig Vats D,p,om 95 90 7S 47 95

RIchland YeS $ ,D,P lO0 tO0 t 30 70

OkI aNOmB Yes S,O 98 50 g6 65 70

Ca.er Yes S,L.O eS lO0 lO OK OK

Custer Yes S 2 IIX) NA NA NA



TABLEA. 16 (continued)

Existence of Reasons Professional Estimates of the Percentage of (qlO. 06):

a Backlog of for the Claims Claims Referrals

Overissuances Backlogof Identified ReferralsThat for Suspected Established

and C)aims 1o Overtssuances Overissuances Lead to Fraud lhat Lead Claims for Which Estab)lshed Claims

Be Processed and Claims That Lead to Established to Established SomeCollections That Eventually

Jurisdictiae (q10.08) (qlO. 08} Claims Referrals Claims Fraud Claims Are Made BecomeDelinquent

Gragc_ Yes S OK OK Z5 OK ZS

Albany No 65 80 S 60 OK

Cottage Grove Mo 100 100 100 2S IS
East Portland Yes S 80 80 5 7S OK

Spri ngfi el d Yes S gO 100 50 70 40

West Eugene No 75 90 35 8S SS

PenasyI vania Yes R OK OK 12 OK OK

Lycomt_j Yes S,L gg OK OK OK OK

Philadelphia (Center) Yes P,Oe 100 OK OK OK OK

Phlladell_ia (Ogontz) Yes 0e I00 90' OK OK OK

Philadelphia (West) OK lO0 OK OK OK OK

Westlore land MO 100 OK OK OK OK

I Rhode Is land Yes P 95 99 75 75 70

"J Providence Yes S 75 7S 2S SO SOho
Warwick MO 10 I I I l

South Carolina Yes S.L,R 85 85 30 85 SO

Darl Ingt on Yesb 0 ,P 100 95 75 75 90

Georgetown MO 98 98 2 80 20

Rewberry Yes S 95 95 95 go 20

Orangeburg Yes S 75 80 85 70 30

Ricbland Yes S,P go 50 70 OK OK

South Dakota Yes N OK 99 80 SO 50

Bennett Yes L 60 lO0 80 OK OK

Oavtson Yesb 5,L ,P,On 95 98 8S 4Z 3

lennes see Yes S.L 45 lO0 OK 1O0 OK

OavtdSOn Yes S 85 80 65 75 45

Sumner Yes S,L,P 80 75 25 15 90



TABLEA. 16 (continued)

Extstmce of Reasons Professional Estimates of the Percentaqe of (QIO.06):

· Backlog of for the Claims Clatms Referrals

OvffrSssuancffs Back]og of _dentifted Referrals That for Suspected Established

4nd Clltms To Over_ssuances Overtssuances Lead to Fraud That Lead Claim for Which Established Clatms

lie Processed and Claims That Lead to Established to Established SomeCollections That Eventually

Jurisdictfem (QiO. OB) .... (qlO. QS) Claims Referrals Claims Fraud Clatms Are Nick BecomeDellncluent

Texas No OK DK OK OK OK

· Bexar

Oddttt lief, Paf. Ref. NOf. Ref. Ref.

· Ita_ $S

Sm!tk Yes S g9 9S SO 80 30

Tarrlnt Yes S 99 99 75 GO 40

Utah YES S,R OK 98 35 OK 80

Ibgtmq _ Yes S,L ,P 10 95 9(; gS 9S

Vemont NO OK I00 90 40 DK

Hartford NO lO0 98 SO 28 22

:_ St. Allians YEsb S zOO lO0 30 75 OKI

-..J

_o VIrg ifil4 tfeS 5,L DK DK OK OK DK

Chartatte Yes S 100 85 go 85 40

I_mt_i; ,_ Yes S 9S BO tO gO tO
Norfolk SC Yes S,L .D.P 99 g9 go 50 SS

· Po_sa_h

PulaSk_i!_ Yes S,P 86 30 2 66 80

Vl_ln 1_slamls a Yes N OK OK OK OK OK

Washington Yes L ,P OK DK 67 70 30

9entcm YeS S 90 76 g5 86 30

Klng-Rat ni er Yes S,L ,D,P 100 99 64 OK OK

Pt erce Yesb S,L xO0 70 SO DK OK

Spokane OK OK OK OK OK DK

VancOuver Yes S,L ,O.P 95 70 60 OK OK



TAgLE A. 16 (continued)

Existence of Reasons Professional [Sttlates of the Percentage of {qlO. 06_:

a Backlog of for the Clatms Claims _eferrals

Overtssuances Backlog of Identified Referrals That for Suspected Established

and Claims To 0vertssuances 0verissuaKes Lead to Fraud That Lead Claims for Which Established Claims

Be Processed and Claims That Lead to Established to Established Some Collections That Eventually

Jurisdiction (qlO. O9) (_10. O0) Claims Referrals Claims Fraud Claim Are Made Became Oelincluent

West Virgtn$a Yes S,l 86 52 OK OK 63

Beck ley Yes S ,P 100 90 37 74 OK

Charleston Yes S.D,O e 100 76 OK 60 40

WIscans i n Yes S ,L DK DK OK 76 OK

kyf teld Yes S 100 25 I IO0 0

Oouglas No I00 99 100 OK OK

Hi lwaukee Yes S 410 90 SO 70 OK

Rock Yes S ,0 ° 90 90 lO 66 80

Sauk No IO0 76 lO 75 50

i_> Wyoming Yes R 98 98 gO 33 DK
Carbon Yes S 100 75 50 IQQ NA

....j

._. Crook No IO0 100 0 100 33

Freemont Yes S ,O,P l O0 IO0 40 60 SO

Natrona Yes S,L ,O,P 10 40 40 70 20

Park Yesb S 100 100 100 ZO 80

· State or local FSA refused Interview.

· *This series of questions was not asked In the interviews with local FSAs in states where the claims process Is predominantly state-operated.

M Question not applicable to local office.

OK Information not available at time of interview.

Ref. Respondent refused to answer question.



TABLEA.16 (continued)

KEY: Reasonsfor backlog: S · Shortage of staff/resources

L · Claims are Ic_ priority

P · Process ts slow for fraud cases

D · Lack of data processtn 9 c411_biltttes

R · Ltlltattons on recc_Jpment/M_akrecJulattons

N - No speclftc reason gtven

0 · Other

aThe District of Coluebfl, Guamand the Virgin Islands were not Included in the local FSA survey because most claims collection ecttvftfes 4re centralized tn the

state-level FSA.

bBacktQg ts of suspected fraud and freud claims only.

crhts resigns· Is For hOoffeud clstes only.

dThe_ ire rio estadllllshed procedures for follc_ing up backlogs.

eBKklog ts due to · lack of tnfQrustton or (ltfftculty in obtaining information.

fAg·ney error lUSt be establlsbed, but. because clients don't pay. following up the backlog wastes time.

gl_ecklq fs M to · 1Kk of understanding of the claims process by staff.

hllacklDII ts M to h:lgk staff turnover.

fBeckTq Is dui· tO ©mbetsole prQCedOrlsfor elites.

3BacJclggIs due to the htgh percentage of fraud cases.

t_ kBacklq occurs dakin cas·files cannot be Toc_ed.

In&cklog Is due to poor adidntstrattMb by previous FSAofficials.

mBecklq OCCUrsbaL_IWSIprivacy )M restrict the avaflabil_ty of necessary infomatton.

nBecklog occurs because the JWHIs not vlthtn the FSP.

_ackleg ts due to the conversion to an NtomaLed system.



TABLEA. 17

ROUGHHEASUJ_SOF THEEFFECTIVENESSOF THECLA_$

COLLECTZ_iPROCESS,BY STATE,FY 198S

Claims Claims Ctatm

Estebl tshed Col1acted Collected for

for Each SI(X) for Each $100 for Each S100

of Issuance of elates of Issuance

in Error Established in Error

Jurisdiction (Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars)

Alabama 9.SS 44,70 4.27

Alaska 18.96 32.30 6.12

Arizona 11.38 39,El(} 4.53

Arkansas 14.SO 48. SO 7.03

C&Itfornt i 19. IS 32.01 6.13

Colorodo 10.96 29.99 3.28

Connecttcut 15.98 31.69 S.OS

DolMro 22.10 28. 79 6.36

District of Columbia II.O0 17.31 1.90

Flortda 14.64 35.64 S.22

Gecrgla 12.87 46.84 S.90
Gull IS. 6Z 68.75 lO. 74

Hawaii 73.07 22.02 16.09

Idaho 11.72 67.21 6.71

I111nots 16.13 10.79 1.74

Indiana 9.56 38.36 3, 67

love 17.79 58.90 lO. 48

Kansas 16.99 39.86 6.77

Ktmtucky 6.04 48. 73 2.94

Louisiana 4.67 40.59 1.90

Maine 16.23 4I. 97 6.81

Maryland 29.29 12.95 3.66

Wmssachusetts 15. 20 37.97 S.ZZ

MIch lgan 10.86 25.76 2.80
Minnesota 7.81 TS.B8 1.24

NIss tss {ppi 17.03 i7.46 2.97

Missouri 20. 42 32. 74 8. 6S

Wontama 8.90 51,93 4.62

Nebraska 16.37 36. OS S.90

Nevada 47.40 SS.S3 26.32

A-177



TABLEA. 17 (continued)

Claims Clatm Claims

Established Collected Collected for

for Each $100 for Each MOO for Each $100

of Issuance of Claims of Issuance

in Error Established in Error

Jurisdiction (Dollars) (Dollars) (Dollars)

NewHampshire 20.88 S5.29 11.53

Ned Jersey 39.05 33.36 13.03

Ned Mexico 13.44 15.44 2.07

Ned York 8,58 28.94 2.46

North Carolina 16.98 Sg.O6 IO.03

North Oakota 17.34 62.08 9.03

Ohio 12.00 29.09 3.49

Oklahmma 7.08 44.16 3.12

Oregon 20.56 47.86 9.84

Pennsylvania 11.91 17.32 2.06

Rhode Island 12.81 14.60 1.87

South Carolina 11.84 63.18 7.46

South Oakota 20.53 _.21 Il.g5

Tennessee 17.82 36. S2 6.33

Texas 12.64 43.39 5.44

Utah 18.90 41.16 7.78

Vermont IS.33 32.29 4.95

Virginia 13.37 54.41 7.2B

Virgin Islands 10.39 30.71 3.19

Washington 23.40 22.93 5.36

WestVirginia 8.27 46.37 4.00

Wisconsin 10.18 SO.26 6.12

Wyoeing 12.84 30.87 3.96

Nedian Value 14.64 37.97 6.36

SOURCE: FNS.StateTablesof ActivityRanking,Plus (STAR+),April1986.
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APPENOIX TABLE R.l

SUNNkRRYOF SELECTEDCHRJ_CTERISTICSOF OLAINSCOLLECTIONPROCESS.BY STATEANDLOCALFSA

0PERATION AUTONATEO

OFTHE HISTORY:

O#G4#]rZAT%ON PROCESS: AfJ1GN4TEO Percontige

OF TH( Specialized _Y%_S: of Case A_TEAMTIVE

PROCESS: Stiff Percentage ktion NANAGID4ENT NONITORZIIG ESTABLISHNENT COLLECTION

Percentiqie Involved of Routine md Claim NETH00S: NETll)OS: #ETHOiOS: NETH00S:

of elite tn Clmlm Clltes Pi_Nmt Percentage Percentage Percentage of Alternative

Process Est4bllslment Functtens HIstories of Nonagement of Nonftorfng Estlbltslment Colle_tiom

J_ris(fKK_ Cmtr,ilfzld in d Collections A. to_ted Automated #ethods Used Nethods Used Nethods Used Nethods Used

AlabaN O_ No 26% 100% %0ON 671 lOGS No

etl_ i 0 OK 26 0 40 33 %00 No
Et_ lQ NO 26 tOO 20 67 %00 No
Frmkl tu lO Yes 2S ICG 60 ZOO 100 Yes

Mol)fie 10 Yes 26 100 6O 33 lO0 No

Ho_jio LO NO 75 0 80 67 tO0 No

i '

Al.skin 8O Yes 7S 100 60 67 16O Yes
f 80 _* 100 0 ** 67 ** **p-,

b_m 80 ** 100 100 ** 67 ** **

/i/_.!.

Arizona %00 Yes 50 100 60 67 %00 Yes
14erloopm 80 '* SO 67 ** 33 '* **

NaveJo 80 t, 76 %00 ** 67 ** **

Arkansm 60 Yes ;S lO0 100 %00 %00 Yes

Clil_ iH) _ 50 O ** 67 ,e **

Ph1111pS %00 ** 0 0 ** 33 ** **

*Cai tfornt ·

Los Angeles 0 Yes SO lO0 80 67 SO Yes

SanBecnordlno 0 Yes 0 67 60 33 50 Yes

hn 3oaqul n 0 Yes 0 0 40 67 SO Yes

SoenlB

YOIO



TABLEB.! (continued)

(]PEP.ATION JiJT01)_TED

OFTHE HISTORY:

ORGANIZATION PROCESS: AUTONA1T0 Percentage

OFTHE Specialized FUNCTIONS:of Case ALTERNATIVE

Pli)OES_: Stiff Percentage ALtion NANAGEHENT #0NITORZNG ESTABLISHNENT COLLECTION

Percentage involved of Routine and Clatns NETHO0_: HETHOOS: NETHO0_: NETHO_:

of Claim In Claims Claim Payment Percentage Percentage Percentage of Alternative

Process EstabltshBent Functions Histories of 14anagaent of Nonttortn9 Establlslment Collections

Jurisdiction Centralized md Collections Automated Automated NetNods Used Nethods Used NetNods Used Nethods Used

Colorldo 0 Yes SO 0 60 XOO 76 Yes

Boulder 0 Yes 25 0 80 67 SO Yes

Denver 0 Yes 0 0 60 67 SO Yes

Coonison-Htnsdale lO No 2S 0 40 67 SO No
* Nesa

Pueblo 0 Yes 76 100 60 IO0 SO No

ComectJcut 100 Yes 76 67 80 67 100 Yes

* NOvHaven

I:_ * TorringtonI

DeI alre I00 Yes 60 33 60 6 ? Io0 Yes

NewCastle 100 ** SO 33 ** 33 ** **

Sussex IO0 ** 0 0 ** 33 ** **
!

District of Columbiaa 100 Yes SO 100 60 67 IO0 Yes

FI or tda IO0 Yes 7S lO0 IO0 I00 I00 Yes

DeDe 40 ** 76 0 ** 100 ** **

Polk 10 ** lO0 IO0 ** IO0 ** **

Georgta 40 Yes 100 100 80 IO0 IO0 Yes

8t bb 40 Yes 100 100 IO0 100 IO0 Yes

Colquttt 30 Yes 75 tOO 80 IO0 M b Yes

Fulton 20 Yes lOG 100 80 67 M b Yes

Nadlson 40 Yes 100 100 40 IO0 IO0 Yes

* Peach



TABLE L Z (co. ttnued)

OPERATION AUTGNATEO

OFTHE HISTORY:

OIliGANIZATIOff PROCESS: AUTOWLTED Percentage

OF114[ Si)ecleltzed FUNCTIONS:of Case ALTERNATIVE

PIROCIES$: Staff Percentage Actton HANAGENDiT NON[TORIIIG FST_LIgIfNT COLLECTION

PerceKoge Involved of RouttM end Claim NETHOOS: NETHOOS: NETHODS: HETHOOS:

of Claim !n Claims Claim Pe)ment Percentage Percentage Percentage of Alternattv_

PrOOBSS Establishment Functions Histories of Normgeeent of NonltorJag Estab!lslment Collections

3urlsd_Gt!en Cmtr_qlt_ed m d Collections Jbtomted Automited Hethods USed Nethods Used Hothods Used klethods Used

GuamtI tOO Yes 0 0 80 67 ZOO No

Hrdtt 60 No 26 67 80 67 lO0 No

HonollillU 55 *' 75 33 ** 67 ** **

Hou! 55 '_' 0 0 ** 67 ** **

Idaho 70 Yes 0 O 60 67 76 Yes

* AdA

* Bonl(wll le

I * Ca.yml

* O_ee

* ShGskone

[I 11nois 155 Yes 0 155 80 33 155 yes

Coak (Asblmd) 90 NAb 26 155 80 67 M b No

Cook (bglwood) 80 M b 16 ZOO 60 67 M I; No

Coak (Garfield) 90 M b SO lO0 80 67 M b No

Cock _E$_N_kSuburben) 90 M b 7S XO0 , 80 67 NAb No
Greene fig NAb SO 100 60 33 NAb No

[ndtenli 20 lb O 33 60 6_ 50 Yes

/MOBS 40 Mb O 0 80 33 NAb No

A1len O Yes 0 0 80 100 SO No

Harlon di_ Yes 0 O tOO 67 26 Yes
Scott 30 ilo 0 0 40 67 25 No

No_ne 30 Yes SO l O0 60 100 SO Yes



TABLEB. l (continued)

OPERATION AUTONATE0

OFTHE HISTORY:

ORiql IZATION PROCESS: AUTOHAT[D Percentage

OF THE Specialized FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTERMTIW

PROCESS: Staff Percentage Acttce NANAG_NENT NONITORING ESTABL[ SHNENT COLLECTION

Percentage Involved of Routine md Clalns HETHOOS: HETHO_: NETHOOS: HETHOO_:

of Claten In Claims Claims Pe)ment Percentage Percentage Percentage of Alternative

Process Establishment Functions Histories of Nanegemant of Nonitorlng Estibltshaent Collections

3urlsdict$on £entrallzed end Collectlens Automated Automated 14ethoCIsUsed #ethods Used Nethods Used gethods Used

loll tOO Yes 76 tOO 80 33 SO Yes

lovl 70 " 0 0 ** 67 '* **

Idebster IOO ** 0 0 ** 33 ** **

Kansas 80 No SO 100 80 67 100 Yes

ChL_oken 70 No 0 0 40 67 SO No

Frenkltn 90 No 0 0 60 67 100 No

Linn 70 NO 0 0 80 67 SO No

Wichita 60 Yes 0 0 60 67 IOO Yes

I_ _endotte 40 Yes 50 tOG 80 67 75 Yes
I

Kentucky too Yes 2S 33 too 67 ZOO Yes

Bell 70 No 0 0 100 67 75 No

Carter 80 No 0 0 IOO IOO IOO No

Hart 70 Yes 0 0 IOO 67 IOO No

Jefferson 70 Yes 0 0 80 lO0 100 No

Todd 70 NO 0 0 80 67 IOO No

Lou_stena IOO Yes 75 100 lO0 100 100 Yes

Caddo too NAb SO 0 60 67 NAb No

LIKoln 100 NAb O O 40 67 M b No

NewOrleans 100 NAb 0 0 40 67 NAb No

St. Ta-meny too NAb 0 0 60 33 NAb No

Tanglpahoa 100 NAb 0 0 60 too NAb No ·

#aine 20 No 50 67 40 67 100 No

Augusta 40 No 25 0 40 33 too No

Leviston 0 No 0 33 80 67 100 NO



TABLE B. ! (continued)

0PERATION AUT0t4ATED

OF THE HISTORY:

OAGNtIZAT1[Oli PROCESS: AUTONATED Percent_je

OF 1HE Spectat i zed FUHCTZOMS: of Case ALTERMTIVE

PROCESS: Stiff Percentage Acttci_ NN4AGENENT NON[TOR[NG ESTML[SHIENT COLLECTION

Percentage Involved of Routine and CIIIBS NETH00S: HETHOD$: NETHOOS: HETHOOS:

of ClIts In Cletis ClItm Pe)lient Percentage Percentage Percentage of Alternative

Process Establlshaent Functtcms Histories of HirvageMnt of NonttOrtng Establtslment Collections

,lurtsdictqen Cd_mtraltzed md Collectlens Automated Automated Hetl_ods Used Nethods Used Nethods Used Hethod&Used

Klrylind SO No 0 33 60 67 tOO Yes

Al lagilny 40 lb SO 0 60 67 SO No

9alttMre City O Yes 2S O 54) 67 XOO No

hit &lore Cmmty 20 Yes 25 0 60 IOO 76 Yes

FrMerJck 20 NO ZS O IOO 67 76 Yes

Hotgaltry 40 Yes 75 33 60 67 LOO Yes

[

Hassr.Jwset_s 100 Yes 7S 67 54) 100 lOO Yes

_lden tOO NO 26 0 54) 0 M b No

I_ NOs1tnd/]e 100 NO 0 O 40 O NAb No
I

_n

#t chtgen 54) No 76 IOO 60 33 IOO Yes
BerTtim 70 Yes SO 67 40 67 IOO Yes

6ranch 70 Yes 7_ ZOO 40 67 SO Yes

14acolb SO Yes 75 100 40 67 100 Yes
St. Clair 80 Yes SO 67 40 67 11OO Yes

_l.vtie 20 Yes 100 O 100 67 tOO Yes

Ntmesotl 20 Yes 26 1100 90 67 26 Yes

Cla_ 0 Yes 75 tOO IQ 67 60 Yes

Bakota 40 No 0 0 40 33 25 #o

Hemepin 20 Y*s 60 tOO 80 tOO SO Yes

Rli6 ey 20 Yes SO tOO 60 33 26 Yes

ktiseci 10 Ne 60 26 40 O NAc No



TABLEB.! (continued)

OPERATION )qUTOI_TEO

OF THE HISTORY:

ORGANIZATION PROCESS: AUTOHATTD Percentage

OF TH[ Specialized FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTERNATi_

Pll]CESS: Stiff Percentage Actlcm NNLi_ENT #ONITORING ESTMLISHHEIIT COLLECTION

Percentage involvecl of Routine md Claim NETHOOS: NETHOOS: NETHOOS: 14ETHOOS:

of Cllt.s In Claims Clatms Pajment Pfrcentage Percentie Percentage of Alternative

Process EstablislaNnt Functions Histories of Nimigemnt of Nonltortng Est_llshent Collecttom

,kJrtsdtctton Cettr411zed md Collections Autolated AutMwted Nethods Used Nethods Used Netho(is Used Hethods Used

Hiss lssippi !lO Yes 25 33 60 67 lO0 No

Attila tO0 No 0 0 20 67 NAb No

Hinds 80 No 0 0 40 100 NAb Yes

Lmmdles 100 No 0 0 40 100 M b No

Midison 80 No 0 0 40 100 Mb No

Ti shorntngo 80 No 0 0 40 lO0 NAb No

NtSsouri 80 Yes 2S 100 100 67 100 Yes

9uchman 80 Yes 100 0 60 100 M b No

3adcson 80 Yes 76 0 40 67 100 No
t_
I Lafayette 90 Yes 50 lO0 60 100 100 No

O_ Pett is 80 No 100 100 40 67 M b No

St. Louts 80 NO I00 lO0 60 67 NAb No

Nontan4 70 NO 2S 67 60 67 76 Yes

Cascade 60 Yes 0 O 20 67 50 No

Levis & Clark 90 Yes 100 0 40 67 SO No

Nebraska 50 No 25 67 60 67 100 No

Grand Is land 60 NO 2S 0 60 67 25 No

Lex1ngton 60 No 0 0 20 67 100 No

Lt nco1n 60 Yes 2S 100 60 67 lO0 No

Omaha 60 Yes SO 67 80 67 75 No

Sevard SO NO ZS 33 40 100 100 No

Nevada 0 Yes 75 ZOO 80 67 lO0 Yes

Clark 0 ** 50 100 ** 67 '* **

ktashoe 0 ** SO 100 "* 100 '"* ""



TABLE8. ! (continued)

OPERATtON IIJTONATED

OFTHE HISTORY:

ORGANIZATION fq_OCESS: _TOI_TED Percentage

OF THE Spectallzed FUt_TIONS: of Case ALTERNATIVE

PROCESS: Staff Percentage Acttan HNIAGIEI4ENT NONITORIiIG [STABLSSIIqEIIT CGLLECTZON

Percentage Involved of Routine and elates HETHOOS' NETHOOS: HETHOO_: NETHOOS:

of Claim fn Clails Claim IPl_a_t Percentage Perolatage Percentage of Alternative

Process Establishaent Functions Htstertes of NaMgeanet of Honttortng Estaliltshmnt Collections

,lurtsdtctton Cmtraltzed and CQIlecttons Automated Automated Nethods Used Hethods Used NqtNods Used NetNods Used

New14upshtre ]OK) Yes 0 33 60 67 75 Yes

Oo_er BO ** 0 0 ** 67 ** '*

Keel 100 ** O 0 ** 0 ** **

'1

Newdenser 0 Yes 0 0 80 67 100 Yes

IJup!Igqlton 0 Yes 0 0 40 67 lDO yes

Cldidim 40 Yes SO 100 60 67 75 Yes

E_#_X J 0 Yes 50 100 60 33 75 Yes

Flucbm 0 Yes 0 0 40 67 100 Yes

HI cidI,esex 0 Yes 0 0 TOO 33 1QO yes

I iiev Nextco 80 Yes 100 100 80 33 100 No

8emalille 70 No 100 ' 0 60 33 lO0 No

Cabala 70 No 26 O 40 O IO4) No

NOvYork 0 Yes 5) lO0 60 67 100 Yes

· 6roo_

CoKIoniIi 60 Yes 25 _ , 0 60 67 25 No

Erie O Yes lO0 O OD 67 SO Yes

b York Ctty O Yes 76 25 100 67 lO0 No

*Onondaga

North Coro)IM 20 · No ,, 75 lO0 60 67 100 Yes

_lvan '_ 0 : YeS 76 O 60 67 76 Yes

Forsyth O Vies 50 100 80 100 75 No

HaI i fix 0 ¥,s 60 0 IOO 6 7 IO0 Ito

Hka)vood 0 Yes 75 0 40 67 25 Yes

Yancey 0 No 50 100 40 100 100 No



TABLEB.! (continued)

OPERATION AUTONATED

OFTHE HISTORY:

OAGMIZATION PROCESS: ALJTOIqATED Percentage

OF THE Specialized FUNCTIONS: of Cme ALTERNATIVE

PRI)C_SS: Staff Percentage Acttm NMAGB4ENT HONITORING ESTABLISHi4[NT COLLECTION

Percentage Involved of Routine and Claims NETHO0S: NETHO0_: NETHOOS: HETHOOS:

of Claim tn Claims Claims Pa)ment Percentage Percentage Percentqe of AlterMtlve

Process Estabitslmmt FuKttons Histories of Nanagement of Nonltortng Establlsmet Collectlom

_urisdictton Cmtraltzed md Collections Autolilted AutoMted Nethods Used #ethods Used Netheds Used #ethods Used

*North OikGte

Cass 0 No 76 O 40 67 I00 No

E--om ]0 No 75 0 40 67 IO0 No

Grand Forks 30 No 76 100 80 67 7S No

Hoontrai I O NO 0 O 80 33 76 No

Stutsam tO NO 0 0 ZO 0 io0 No

OhIo 0 Yes 0 0 O0 100 IO0 Yes

cuyahoga 0 Yes 0 O 60 67 ZS No

Delavlre 0 NO ZS 67 40 33 25 14o

t:_ Frank1in 0 Yes 2S 0 80 67 IO0 No
I

oo Nahontng O Yes _ 33 60 IO0 60 Yes

R_chland 0 No 0 0 40 67 25 No

Oklaholm 100 Yes 50 67 60 67 76 No

Carter tOO ** 0 0 ** 67 ** '*

Custer LOO ** 0 O ** 67 ** **

Oregon 100 Yes 75 1GO IO0 100 IO0 Yes

Albany 100 M b ZS 0 40 67 Mb No

Cottage Grove 100 M b O 0 O0 67 Mb No

Fast Portland IO0 NAb 75 lO0 eo 67 NAb No

SOrtncjft el d f)O M b O O 60 67 7S No

West Eugene IO0 NAb Z6 0 40 33 NAb No



TABLEIL Z (continued)

OPERATION AUTONATED

OF THE HISTONY:

OIIGNIIZATION PROCESS: AUTORATED Percentage

OFTHE Specialized FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTEI_MTiVE

PROCESS: Staff Percentage Actten HNiAGB4ENT HONZTONING ESTABLISti(NT COLLECTION

Percentage Involved of Routine and Clalas HETI_DS: HETHOOS: NETHlim: NETHOGS:

of ClarIS tn Clal.s Clatms Pe)qunt Percentage Percentage Percm_age of Alternative

Process Establishment Functtcms Histories of Nonagement of Nonttortng Establlshmet Collections

JurlscllC_m Cmtra!tzed mci Col)ectJons Autoamted Autonated #ethods Used #ethods Used Nethods Used #ethods Used
I:

PemsylVmht lOG Yes 26 ZOO dO 67 SO Yes

LyCO8teg 80 Mb OK 0 80 67 mb No

_h_i_t, (_er) K Mb _ o o 3_ mb .o
gQ M b 0 0 60 IQO NAb No

Pht[1adel _ti (Mast) rgQ M b 0 0 60 33 NAb NO

_st,%la.d 9o NAb 0 0 60 _3 NAb No
il !!

Rhode ISlind 90 Yes SO' LO0 60 16O 100 No

ProvJdmce 90 _' 0 0 ** 67 ** **

· lrvJClC 90 ** 60 0 ** 67 ** **C_
I i

Sou&#ClroTIni 20 Yes 76 TOO 100 LO0 tO0 Yes

hrt!Bgtm lO Yes 0 100 60 100 lO0 No

_M_ :ze Yes o too lO0 33 100 No

Nevberw_ 20 Yes 0 67 tOQ 67 100 No

Ormgelmq 20 Yes 2S lO0 6O 3J 75 Jo

Rtchland 30 Yes 50 67 eo 67 lO0 No

South hkoto 60 Yes , SO ZOO ZOO ZOO ZOO Yes

Bennett 6O fi SO 100 " 33 "* **

Oavison 6O .e SO 100 ** 67 ** **

Tennessee 60 Yes O O 60 0 lOO No

OavJdson 60 Yes SO ZOO 60 67 10o No

Sumer 70 Yes 0 0 60 0 100 No



TABLEB. 1 (continued)

OPERATION RJTORATED

OFTHE HISTORY:

OAGNIIZATION PROCESS: AUTORATEO Percentage

OF THE Specialized FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTERNATIVE

PROCESS: Staff Percentage ktion NNIAGI)IENT 14ONlTORING £STMLISi44[NT COLLECTION

Percentage Involved of Routine and Clatms NETHIDOS: NETHO{_: HETHOO5: NETH01_:

of Claims In ClatIS Clatms Pa_Nnt Percentage Percentage Percentage of A!termttve

Process EstabllsHaent Functions Histories of Hanagemsnt of Nonltorlag Establlshewnt Collections
3urisd$ctlon Centralized and Collect$ons Automated Automated 14ethedsUsed #ethods Used #etheds Used i4ethods Used

Texis 90 Yes 75 LOQ tOO tOO 7S Yes

* Rex4r

tt 40 lief. SO 100 100 67 Ref. Ref.

* Harris

Smith SO Yes 0 67 40 67 100 Yes

Tarrant 80 Yes 26 0 60 67 100 No

Utah IlO Yes 5Q 67 60 67 lO0 Yes

Region 2B 80 *' 60 67 ** 33 ** *'

Region 7A 80 ** OK O ** 33 *' **

GU
I Ver!Kmt 30 Yes 75 tO0 IOQ 67 LOO No

0 HIIrt ford 30 _ 7_ 100 *e lO0 ee **

St. All)am 70 ** 26 lO0 ** 67 ** **

Virginia SO Yes O' lO0 80 67 SO No

Charlotte lO Yes 0 0 80 33 SO Yes

Hampton lC 20 Yes 26 0 40 67 2S No

Norfolk lC 0 Yes 0 0 60 67 SO Yes

* Portsmouth

PuI ask I 20 Yes 0 0 60 33 100 No

VIrcj In Islands a tOO Yes lOO O 40 67 lO0 No

Washlngton 70 No 76 100 60 67 lO0 Yes

Benton 60 No 0 0 60 67 SO No

King-Rainier 60 NO 60 0 60 67 lO0 NO

Pterce 80 NO 0 0 60 67 76 No

Spokane 60 NO 0 0 60 DK SO No

Vancouver 60 NO 0 0 60 67 76 No



TABLEB.! (continued)

OPERATION AUTONATED

OFTHE HISTORY:

OR_!ZAT 1011 PROCESS: JAITQNATED Percmtage

OF 1HE Specialized FUNCTIONS: of Case ALTERMTIVE

PROCESS: Staff Percmtage ktion _[NT NOIIITORING ESTMUSHNENT COLLECTION

Peroentqe Involved of Routine and Clitm NETHOI_: HETHOOS: NETHOOS: NETHO_:

of Clltes In ClltlS Claim Pi)lent Percentage Percentage percentage of Alterndlttve

Process EstlbllsMent Functions Histories of NamKleamnt of Nonitorln9 Estlbltskamnt Collections

Jurisdiction Camtrilizixl amdCollect!ohs AutolHIted Automated Nethods Used Nethods Used 14ethodsUsed Net;hods Used

West Vtrglnfl ]JO0 Yes SO 33 60 67 I00 Yes

Beckhly 100 dd 26 0 ** 67 ** **

CharTestOo 100 ** 26 O ** 100 ** '*

Htscoestn 0 No 100 0 20 67 26 No

Bayfteld 0 No 76 100 60 33 lO0 No

Douglas 0 lb 0 0 80 67 2S Iio

N!1vamkee 0 Yes l(X) 100 80 67 SO No

Rock O Yes SO 0 80 67 SO No

t_l Sauik 0 No 2S 100 100 67 25 No

kiyomtng SO Yes 2S 100 100 67 75 Yes
Carbae 80 No 2S 0 80 67 76 No

Crook 80 NO 0 O 60 67 I00 Yes

FramlOnt 60 Yes 0 0 40 67 100 Yes

Natrm_l SO Yes 0 0 40 33 tO0 Iio

Park 60 NO O O 80 457 M b Ne

i d ii



TABLEB.! (conttnond)

*State or local FSArefused Interview.

'*This question vis not asked of Iocll FSArespondents in states wtth predooinently state-operated clatms systms.

M The question ts not appllcabTe to this local FSPsystm.

OKThe information was not avltiable at the time of the Interview.

Ibf. Respomlent refused to a.swr ClUestlen.

&The District of Colueble. Guamand the Vtrgtn Islends were not includnd I. the 1DCa1FSAsurvey because,mst clalno collection activities ere

centralized In the state-level F_.

bstate-level respons tbtl tty.

CFriud ts so seldom suspected, ft has never been established tn this local FSA.

I
kd
r_



APPENDIX C



THE SURVEY SAMPLE DESIGN

In Chis section, we first discuss how the precision needs
for estimates at the national level could be met by a
simple random sample, and then discuss how the additional
objectives of describir_ state functions are better mat by
a stratified random'sample.

Nations ! Leve l, AC the national level, the primary
objective of the survey is toptovide estimates of the
proportion of the caseload administered by local FSAs which

follow a particular approach in claims.collection. In
obtaining chess estimates, it _!! belmportant to ensure
that the sample size is large enoch to provide estimates
which are accurate to within !0_nC of the true
population percentages This condition ia met by simple

random 5amples of at least lO01_servacions.l/ We will
later argue Chat the proposed:eampieii_er less
conservative assumptions providUii[es'_[mates rich a 95

percent confidence interval of+6 _rcent for national-
level estimates,

l--/The requirement chat the escima__cencsge be within
lO percent of the true populacioncorr_ponds us the
requirement that the standard err o_..o_:che estimated
percentage not exceed 5 percent :_w_h'che true percentage is

50, The standard error of the estimated percentage (p)
will be

m

Sp- _(1-p)/(n-l)

if the finite population correction factor (fpc) is
negligible° The fpc will be negligible whenever the
population is very large relative to the sample so chac the
sampling fraction_ doas.:.noc exceed abou_ 5 percent. Since

the sampli'ng fraction for a 'Sampl_:ofiO0 is 100/2900 or
3.4 percent, the Cpc can be _nored in calcUlsCir_ the
standard error of the estimated percentage. As a result,

' V"50(1-'50)1(100-i) - .___25 - .05,
ap

Note _ha_fbe sca.___.__!r_Or:-_:it_eacest value when
the populacion_.l___eJ_t#a.._;!ly-di-vlded between the cvs classes
and, therefoce, :._)crue_pmrcencage is 50. The standard
error of the estimated percentage will be smaller when the
true percentage is greater or less than 50.
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States with Significant Local Variation. For states with
significant local variation, a difficult tradeoff exists

between gaining relatively precise information on the

alternative approaches that are being used in claims
collections and the substantial burden and considerable

cost of a large-scale survey. The concern about the cost

and resources required for a larger sample are particularly
important in this case, where 53 states are involved and

the objectives are entirely descriptive. In recognition of
these factors, it was decided that large standard errors at

the individual state level are acceptable. Assuming that
the 2,900 project areas are equally distributed across the
states and that 5 sites will be selected from each of the

states with substantial local variation, the standard error

of the percentage estimates for a particular state will be

.24 at its maximum. 2__/

States with Little Local Variation. If little local

variation means that the approaches for claims collection
are uniform throughout the state, then we only need a

sample of only one local FSA per state in order to obtain

accurate state-level estimates. A sample of 2 FSAs per
state will help confirm that there is little variability,

will provide detailed information on how operations are

carried out in those 2 sites, and will yield potential
intensive assessment sites that have sufficient information

to classify them into a given typology. In addition, a
sample of 2 FSAs per state meets the sample precision
requirements for national-level estimates as outlined
earlier.

2--/Ifthe 2,900 project areas are equally distributed across

the states, then approximately 55 sites within each state

are potential sampling points for the survey. With a

sample of 5 sites selected in each state, the fpc should be
used. Thus, the standard error of the estimated percentage
will be

Assuming that the true population percentage is 50 (which
will yield the largest standard error), the standard error
of the estimated percentage will be

Sp ' --_(.909) .50(1-.50) __ .238.4F
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If the true percentage is 10. the standard error of the
estimated percentage will drop to .14.

Overall Sample Allocation. As indicated, almost 75 percent
of the sample will be allocated to the states classified as
having substantial local variation (assumed to be
approximately 53 percent of the states). Within each of
those states, a sample of 5 local FSAs is proposed; a
sample of 5 local FSAs is the smallest sample that achieves

an acceptable, although large, standard error for state-
level percentage estimates. A fixed sample size of 5 sites

in each of these stares was chosen because, while the

number of project areas within the states varies

substantially, the standard error of the percentage

estimates is not very sensitive to that variation.3/ The
relatively small proportion of the survey sample allocated

to those states with little local variation is Justified,
since state-level estimates are not needed for those

states. Hence, only the precision needs for national-level

estimates must be met to select the samples from those
states. Since those needs can m/nimally be met with a

simple random sample of 100 local FSAs, a stratified sample

of the same size for that set of states (as is implied by
the sample of 2 FSAs per state) will almost certainly meet

those needs. Under a less conservative approach, where the
variances of the estimates for those states with little

local variation are assumed to be no larger than the

variances of the estimates for the states with a sample

size of 5, the 95 percent confidence interval for national-

level estimates Is + 6 percent.4_/

-_3/For example, if the number of project areas within a
particular state was 200 rather than 55, as we have
assumed, the maximum value of the standard error of the
percentage estimate would rise to .25.

4--/This a_stha t the variance of a percentag e estimate
for the sample of 190 is the Same as for a simple random

sample of 265 (5 sites x 53 states). The support for that
argument is ;the_ most practices In those states with little
variationare _ctated by the state and, hence, will
exhibit little variation. The standard error for a simple
random sampl e of 265 will be

V;
909 (.25/264) .029.

f (n-l)
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t i"ill '111

S'ISlqO!
S"ri_ CENg_IS I!_'TRID_TI

!IODOIi 1: _ Om¢l_IltTlON

This interview is divided into ten sections which focus on such issues as the

organization and administration of the claims process, the methods used in

monitoring oVerissuances and claims, and the policies and procedures for identifying
overtssuances, establishing claims and collecting payments on claims.

I would ltk· to begin by asking you about the organizational structure of your
state's claims process. Can you give me a brief °Verview of the organization of the
claims process within your state?

NOTES:

In organizing this discussion of the claims process, we have identified six steps or
stages. In order to bee sure that we are (both/all) talking about the same things, I
would like to briefly summarize those stages for you.

The first stage we have identified is the claim referral process. We view this as
including the detection of the overissuance and the formal steps by which the claims
process ts initiated.

The second stage of the process we have identified ts the claim investigation, This
stage would include the calculation of the total Bmunt of the overissusnce, the
determination of the nature of the error (i.e., administrative error, inadvertent
household error, or intentional program violation), and investigation into the
circumstances of the error.

The third stage of the process i s claim establishment. Claim establishment for
nonfraud claims would include the decision to collect on the claim and the process

by which the client ts informed of that decision. For fraud claims, claim
establishment would include the decision co use prosecution, administrative fraud

hearings, disqualification:consent agreements, or s waiver of hearing to confirm the
allegation of fraud and the process used in setting up the framework for collecting
on the claim,

The fourth stage of the claims process ts zhe_cotlectton of payments on the claim.
This would include setting up the claim for repayment, the use of demand letters,
and the procedures for tracking claim payments and recoupments,

CS-1



The fifth stage of the claims process is the follo_--up activities used for
delinquent claims. This stage includes the identification of delinquent claims and
the use of alternative collection methods, such as wage garnishment or tax refund
intercepts.

The final stage of the claims process which we have identified is claim suspension
and termination. This stage includes the identification of claims which are
eligible for suspension and termination and the processes whereby those actions are
taken.

Are these stages clear to you and do they make sense as a framework for discussing
the claims process within your state?

EMPHASIZE THE NEED TO USE THE STAGES AS WE HAVE DEFINED THEM IN ORDER TO BE
CONSISTENT IN OUR DESCRIPTION OF STATE SYSTEMS.

o

NOTES:

STAGE 1: CLAIM REFERRAL

STAGE 2: CLAIM INVESTIGATIONS

STAGE 3: CLAIM ESTABLISHHENT

STAGE 4: COLLECTION OF PAYMENTS

STAGE 5: FOLLOW-UP FOR DELINQUENT CLAIMS

STAGE 6: CLAIM SUSPENSION/TERHINATION
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1.00 For each of the stages of the claims process, where is responstblity for the
day-to-day operation of-that function? That is, at what organizational level
are the activities related to that stage carried out? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL
THAT APPLY.) PROBE FOR DIFFERENCES BETWEENFRAUD AND NONFRAUD,

NOTE: A REGIONAL OR DISTRICT OFFICE IS AN ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL BETWEENTHE
LOCAL AND STATE OFFICE.

R_Ci_
LOCAL a_ ol}u_
lm_.n _ DISTRICT S'_TE STATE
0_I_ OFFI_ OFFf_ I_A _ (Se_'ll_)

a. alst_ refmxTal?

b. hwes  ?

I I I I 1

c. _cabl/stm_ of the _lAt_?

NON_At_ '1 I I I 1

d, Cell_tion of

. _ I I I 1 I __

e. F_ activities on
dp,,ltnquentr 1A,IEn,,q?

I I 1 I I ·

f. C_ha suspension ard
t_m/na_n?

I I i I I I I

For those components of the clalus process which are operated on the local agency
level, we would still likeas smchinformation ss you have available, In answer-
ina questions on a_ou in which there is variation in the system across the

state, we rill want to know what i s done for the uaJority of the state caseload
ami how the approach varies for the remainder of the caseload.
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1.01 Is any part of the claims process for Food Stamps integrated with the

claims processes of other assistance programs, such as AFDC, Medicaid, or
GA?

NOTE: AN INTEGRATED SYSTEM IS ONE IN WHICH THE SAME STAFF UNIT HANDLES
CLAIMS FOR THE FSP AND THE OTHER PROGRAM(S).

Y_Seeeeeeee,eeeeeeeeele®eeeeeeeeeee,eeeeel

NO......... (GO TO MODULE 2) .............. 0

1.02 Which other programs are integrated with Food Stamps claims at the stage
of: (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

m

OTHER

AFDC MEDICAID GA (SPECIFY)

a. Claim referrals? 1 1 I ,[__{__{

b. Claim investigations? I I I [ [__[

c. Establishment of claims? I I I ,{__{__{

d. Collection of claim

payments?

_couP_NT 1, I 1 { {__l

o'nu__THoos I I 1 {, {__{
e. Follow-up activities on

delinquent claims? 1 I I I__l__l
f. Claim suspension and

te,'.inatton? I I i ,{__l I

*IF FSP AND AFDC RECOUPMENT ARE INTEGRATED, ASK--How is recoupment for

Food Stamps and AFDC linked? (PROBE: IS RECOUPMENT HANDLED BY THE SAME UNIT,

THE SAME STAFF, AND/OR THE SAME AUTOMATED SYSTEM?)

NOTES:
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MODULE 2: AD!iINISTUATIOH CONTROL

There are a variety of ways that an agency can manage the claims process. We are
interested in the management uethods used in your state, In answering these
questions, the focus should be on the most common approach used within your
state ·

2.00 Does your agency produce routine summary reports (other than the FNS-209)
which assess how well the claims system is working?

NO ........... (GO TO 2.02) ................ 0

J!i

i
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2.01 Do those summary reports include reports on activities at the various
stages of the claims process? That is, are there summary reports
concerning:

(IF YES, ASK) How _equently are those reports prepared? Who receives the
report? (HULTIPLE ANSWERS ARE POSSIBLE FOR "WHO RECEIVES?".)

REPORTS?

YES NO FREQUENCY? WltO RECEIVES?

a. Claim referrals?

_'_,ONF,.,,,_,' o°H-I i-H H-I H
b. Claim investigations?

FRAUD I 0,o._.. , o I-H I-H H-I H
c. Establishment of claims?

'_"_No,,,,,_ ,' o°kl-I H-I H-I H
d. Collection of claim payments?

FRAUD I 0,o,_,_ , 0 I-I-I tz_l-IH-I H
e. Follo_-up activities on

delinquent claims?

FRAUD I 0 bill [_--]_--[ [Z[_--[ IiiNONFRAUD 1 0

f. Claim suspensions and
terminations?

' .o,_,__'_ ,' o°t-H H-I I-I-I H

CODES FOR FREQUENCY CODES FOR WHO RECEIVES

1. LESS THAN MONTHLY OFFICE (NON-CLAIM UNIT):
2 · HONTHLY 3. LOCAL

3. QUARTERLY 4. DISTRICT
4 · SEHI-ANNUALLY 5 · STATE
5. ANNUALLY
6. IRREGULAR CLAIH UNIT:
7. O_IR_ 6. LOCAL

7. DISTRICT
8. STATE

FRAUD UNIT:

9, LOCAL
10. DISTRICT
11o STATE

16. OTHER

(SPECIFY) (SPECIFY)
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2.02 Are the relevant workers provided with training specifically related to
the claims process?

*************************************

NO.... (CO TO 2.05) ..... · ............. 0

2.03 Does this training in the claims process include:

FRAUD NONFRAUD
YES NO YES NO

a. Training for new hires? 1 0 I 0

b. Scheduled refresher training for

existing staff? I 0 1 0

c. Retraining as needed (for example,
following a rule change)? 1 0 1 0

2.04 Where is the emphasis placed in the training? (PROBE: Is it in detecting
overissuances, Fraud investigations, or techniques for followin&-up
delinquent claims?)

NOTES:

2.05 Are there written manuals available to the staff which provide detailed
information on the policies and procedures of the claims process?

YES..........................,.......1
NO .... , ........ ....,.... ............. 0

2.06 Do you have any time limits which control how long workers have to

complete the processing of cases?

_Seeelel$loleoeeeeeellee.eeteeeeeee®l

NO-...(GO TO MODULE 3)...... ......... 0
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2.07 Are there established time limits for:

(IF YES, ASK) What are those time limits? What percent of cases are you
able to process within those time limits?

TIHE LIMITS?
YES NO NOTES: PERCENT

a. Raking claim referrals?

_Auo 1 o , , , ,I__l__l I

NONFRAUD I o I__1I__1

b. Completing claim
investigations?

FRAUD I o I_l I I

NONnAUD 1 o I__1.I__1

c. Establishing the
claims ?

nAUD 1 o I I__lI

NONFKAUD I 0 I_1 ,I,I

d. Completing follow-up
activities on

delinquent claims?

FRAUD I o I I__1__1

.om_m._ 1 o I__1__1__1

e. Suspending the claim?

FRAUD 1 o I__l__l__l

SONFRA_ I o I__1_1_1
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3: _ N_Z_NG

Now ! would like to talk with you about the processes and proceddres that you
have for monitoring overissuances and claims. Again, the focus will be on the
most common approach if there is variation across the state,

3.00 Is any part of the claims process within your state automated?

YES ..... · ............................ 1

NO...**. ..... (GO TO 3.09).... ........ 0

3.01 Does the automated part of your claims process cover the entire state?

YES .... ......(GO TO 3.03) ............ 1
NOeeeeeeeeeee.e.eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeO

3.02 What part of the state is covered by the automated component of the claims
process?

PERC_ OFCaS_LO_............J 1__1

PERcEsTor LOCALomc_s ....... J, J__l
NOTES:

3.03 Is the certification system in (your state/ that part of the state with an
automated claims procus) also automated?

YES..***..,.... ....... o.... .......... 1

NO...,.......(GO TO 3.05)....... .....0
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3.04 Is the automated claims process integrated with the automated
certification system?

NOTE: AN INTEGRATED SYSTEM IS ONE IN WHICH THE SAME DATA BASE IS USED FOR
BOTH THE CLAIMS AND CERTIFICATION PROCESSES,

YES ................................................. I
NO .......................................... ·....... 0

3.05 Does your automated system calculate the amount of the overissuance?

FRAUD NONFRAUD

YES ..................................... 1 1

NO ....(GO TO 3.07 IF 'NO" FOR BOTH) ..... 0 0

3.06 How far back does the automated system permit the overissuance to be
calculated ?

.osTHs..................................... { { { {

3.07 Are the calculations amt deductions for recoupment automated? Does the
system generate demand letters?

NOTE: WE ARE NOT CONCERNED WITH WHICH AUTOMATED SYSTEM DOES THESE

J_UNCTIONS. (CIRCLE '1' OR '0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

YES NO
.J

RECOUPMENT:

FRAUD .................................... 1 0

NONFRAUD ................................. 1 0
DEMAND LETTERS:

FRAUD.................................... 1 0
NONFRAUD ...... ........................... 1 0
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3.08 Do you maintain an automated history for the:

FRAUD NONFRAUD
YES NO YES NO

a, Dates of actions taken on overissuances
and claims?

DATES OF ALL ACTIONS I 0 1 0
DATE OF LATEST ACTION I 0 1 0
OTHER I 0 1 0

(SPEC m I__[ I 1_1_1
b. Dates of claim payments through recoupment? I 0 I 0

c. Dates of other types of claim payments? I 0 1 0

d. Date of claim suspension? 1 0 1 0

3.09 Do you have an established process (either manual or automated) for
tracking individual overissuances and claims?

YES...................,... ...... 1

SO....(_ TO 3.11) .............. 0
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3.10 Does your process for monitoring claims include the tracking of:

(IF YES, ASK) Is the tracking automated?

TRACKING ? AUTOMATED?
YES NO YES NO

a. Computer match hits? 1 0 1 0

b. Other apparent overissuances? 1 0 1 0

c. Claim referrals?

FRAUD 1 0 1 0
NONFRAUD I 0 1 0

d. Claim investigations?
FRAUD I 0 1 0
NONFRAUD I 0 1 0

e. Established claims?
FRAUD 1 0 1 0
NONFRAUD I 0 I 0

f. Claim payments?
FRAUD 1 0 1 0
NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0

g. Suspended claims?
FRAUD 1 0 1 0
NONFRAUD 1 0 1 0

h. Individuals disqualified
because of fraud claims? I 0 1 0

3.11 Do you flag the files of households with overissuances or claims which
require actions by the agency? That is, is there a system for signaling
workers that a household case needs further attention?

YES .................................. 1

NO .... (GO TO 3.13) ................... 0
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3.12 For which types of cases do you have flags?

(FOR EACH TYPE, ASK) Are the flags automated? Who is alerted by the
flags? (MULTIPLE ANSWERS ARE POSSIBLE.) Are the flags permanently
attached to the case; that is, are they carried on the records of
households that are no longer participating in the program so that the
flags are visible to staff if the household reapplies?

FLAGS? AIYIQt_T/D?
ND _S NO l,_g'S _ _ NO

r_m_ I o I o LEd LLI I o
_ , o i o L_U U__I 1 o

_ _ _ l_,,,_s I o I o LU LLI I o

_ __ _ 1 o I o LL_ILLI 1 o
_n_ I o , o IJ_l U._I I 0

(]FF_ (NQ;-(ZAm UNIT):
LOC_

4. DISI_ICT
5. S_TE

t_RT:
6. LOCAL
7. DISIRICT
8. STAI_

FRAIl)IlqlT:
9. IZKAL
10. DIS1RICT
11. STATE

16.

(s_cv_

3.13 How do you i/enttfy applicant households which include members who have
been disqualified from the program because of a fraud claim?

NOTES:

3.14 Do you produce routi_ reports on the status of individual cases with
overissuances _ _ _ms!_.....

YES.............,..,,,.,...,,,.,,.,..1

NO ....(GO TO 3.16)...........·.......0
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3.15 Do these reports include status reports on individual cases with:

(IF YES, ASK) Is the preparation of these reports automated? Who receives
these reports? (MULTIPLE RESPONSES ARE POSSIBLE FOR 'WHO RECEIVES?".)

REPORTS ? AUTOMATED?
YES NO YES NO WHO RECEIVES?

a. Claim referrals?

_AUD 1 0 , 0 ) I_l{ I I

NONFKAUD I 0 I 0 I I__l I. I I

b Eatablished claims?

F_ I o 1 o I I__1I I__1

No_AUO 1 o I o I__1 II I__1

c. Delinquent claims?

F_UD I o i o I I__1I__1__1
NO_Fe,AUD 1 o i o I__l__lI I__l

CODES FOR WHO RECEIVES

OFFICE (NON-CLAIM UNIT):
3. LOCAl,
4. DISTRICT
5· STATE

CLAIM UNIT:

6. LOCAL

7. DISTRICT

8· STATE

FRAUD UNIT:

9. LOCAL

10. DISTRICT

11· STATE

16. OTHER

(SPECIFY)

3.16 Do you have an established process for aging overisauances amd claims,
that is, a process for sorting and reporting on overissuances and claims
by their ages?

YE Seeeeeeeeeeeeoeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeel

NO ........... (GO TO MODULE4) ............ 0
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3.17 Does your process for aging overissuances and claims involve keeping track
of the ages of:

(IF YES, ASK) What is the starting event? Is the qing automated?

NOTE: THE 'STARTING EVENT' IS THE EVENT WHICH IS USED AS THE BASIS FOR
AGING.

AGING ? STARTING AUTOMATED ?

YES NO EVENT? YES NO

i.

a. Apparent overissuances? I O- I__l I 1 0

b. Claim referrals?

NONFRAUD I 0 I 0

c. Claim investigations?

FRAUD I 0 _ '[__IX, 1 0NONFRAUD I 0 I 0

d. Delinquent claims?

._ , o __!--I , 0NONFRAUD 1- 0 1 0

e. Suspended claims?

,_ , o u,,'-'_-' , oNONFRAUD 1 0 I 0

CODES FOR EVENT

1· DETECTION

2. REFERRAL
3. ESTABLISHMENT
4. FAILURE TO PAY

5, SUSPINSION
6. OTHn

NOTE: IF THERE ARE ANY #OTHER" STARTING EVENTS DESCRIBE BELOW, INCLUDING

LETTER (a-e) INDICATING IT_q TRACKED.

z tl :
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l_DUl_ 4: CLAIN

Now I would like to talk about the first stage of the claims process--claim
referral. As before, if variation in the approach used occurs across the
state, please tell me about the most common approach.

4.00 Which of the follo_rlng methods are successfully used in the
identification of overissuances:

(READ LIST OF HETHODS. ONLY OBTAIN RANKING FOR HETHODS THE STATE

USES.) How would you rank the detection methods used in order of

their importance? (By importance, I mean responsible for
identifying the most overissuances.)

(CIRCLE "1" OR "0' FOR ALL ITEMS.)

USED?
YE S NO RANKING

a. Ocrevie,,,? I 0 I_{_l

b. Recertification review? I 0 [ 1__1

c. Computer matching of wages? I 0 [ [m[

d. Computer matching of unearned income? I 0 __[ {

e. Computer matching of resources? 1 0 _] [

f. Duplicate participation checks? 1 0 . [ {

g. Special investigation units? 1 0 __1 {

h. Internal audits? I 0 __{ {

i. Error prone profile? 1 0 __{__[

J. Hotline, #whistleblowtng"

or informal complaints? 1 0 [ [_[

k. Information from other

_encies? I 0 {__l {

1, Conflicting information

from the recipient? - I 0 { { {

m, Other? 1 0 {__{__1

(sPEcIFY) { { {

CS-16



I_DDU_S: C3.AIMINVESTICATIONS

Moving on to the stage of clai m investigations, Z would like to ask you about the
processes for the calculation of the overissuance amount, the determination of
the nature of the error, and any investigations into the circumstances of the
error, Would you briefly describe the process for investigating fraud and
nonfraud claims used in your state?

NOTES:

5.00 Who is generally responsible for the decision to refer an overissuance
case for fraud investigation? (CIRCLE ONE,)

ELIGIBILITY WORKER... _:::: :iee.*_ieteeeeeee*eee*eee**eeeel

EW SUPERVISOR : : 2emee®el®lee*eeeeelel®eeeeee®®®eeeeee®e.

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL.................... .............. 6

DISTRICT............... ..... .......... ...... ·....... 7

STATE..... ......... .....,ooo.. ...................... 8
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL'. eeeeeeeeeeee...***.***o*...*....9

DISTRICT ............................ · .............. 10

STATE..................................... · ....... .tt
OTHER........... . ................. ,..,. ............ t6

¢SPECn,"z) _ I_1_i

5.01 At what stage in the claims process is that decision typically made?

IN CONJUNCTION _rlTH CLAIM REFERRAL,, °,. ............. l

AS PART OF INVESTIGATION FOLLOWING REFERRAL ..... ,,,.2
OTHER 3..*.....o....* **.......*..*.......,...**.. eee.e

(SPSCnn) I_1_1

5.02 What percent of overiesuances are referred for fraud investigations?

PERCEXqT................................ .. ..... III
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5.03 There are two broad categories of claim referrals: referrals for nonfraud
errors and referrals for suspected fraud. Does your state place more
emphasis upon the investigation and establishment of fraud claims than
upon the investigation and establishment of nonfraud claims? IF NO, PROBE
FOR_tETHER THE EMPHASIS IS THE OTHER WA¥--NONFRAUD OVER FRAUD CLAIMS.

NO DIFFERENCE ................ (GO TO 5.05) ........... 1
FRAUD OVER NONFRAUD ................ ................. 2

NONFRAUD OVER FRAUD ................................. 3

5.04 Would you tell me about your state's emphasis for claim investigation and
establishment and the reasons behind those policies?

NOTES;

5.05 Who is generally responsible for investigating the circumstances of the
overissuances for nonfraud cases? For cases of suspected fraud? (CIRCLE
'1' FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER.................. 1 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL..... ............ .1 1

DISTRICT... ........... .1 1
STATE ................. .1 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL .................. 1 1
DISTRICT ............... 1 1
STATE .................. 1 1

OTHER......... . ........ . ............ 1 l

(sPEcim J,, I,,[ t_l_l

5.06 What is the policy for investigating how far back an overissuance
existed? PROBE FOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FRAUD AND NONFRAUD CASES.

NOTES:
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5.07 Is the overissuance amount calculated for every case in which there is an

overissuance or do you dismiss some cases before doing the work-up?

FRAUD NONFRAUD

ALWAYS CALCULATED..(CO TO 5.09 IF "1" FOR BOTH) .......... I 1
NOT ALWAYS CALCULATED ................. , .................. 0 0

5.08 When is the overissuance amount not calculated? PROBE FOR DIFFERENCES BY
FRAUD AND NONFRAUD CASES AND BY ACTIVE AND INACTIVE CASES.

NOTES:

5.09 How far back do you go in calculating the amount of the overissuance?
(CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

-- _=_

...... FR_UD NONFRAUD

TWELVE MONTHS,,,,,, ...... .... ...... · ...._--..::,,_.I 1
FULL AMOUNT WITHIN SiX YEAR LIMIT .... .,...,..,,_ '---2 2

OTHER .3 30 0 0 e Imll I eiI IIe t i Ilele i 1411 e i Iee · · eel eel o_mlelm

(sPEcie) l--I__i .l__l__l

5.10 How extensive is the investigation of the actual circumatances of the
household versus their reported cirCUm_itt_ceal ._:_'%t__,_ does the

investigation include searching for Othe r_ Posslbii-i_/r:_l =of error and/or
fraud in addition to that which has been discovered?

FRAUD NONFRAUD
11 i ii

YES .................... 0, .......... 0'''''0 ..... ..'''',,.,1 I

NO,, ................. · ..... ,.,,,, ....... ,,°..°,,°°°°°,,,,0 0

NOTES:
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5.11 Focusing on nonfraud cases, what steps or methods are typically used in
conducting an investigation of a nonfraud case?

(FOR EACH HETItOD USED, ASK:) Is/are (HETHOD) always used? (IF NOT ALWAYS

USED, ASK:) How often is/are (HETHOD) used? mat (does its/do their) use
depend upon?

USED ? ALWAYS? PERCENT
YES NO YES NO OF CASES

NOTES

CASE FILE REVIEW I 0 1 0 [ [__[

IN-OFFICE INTERVIEW I 0 I 0 [ [__[

HoMEviSIT I 0 1 0 I__1__1

THIR_-P,'_CONTACTSI 0 1 0 I__1__1
OT_R 1 0 , 0 I I I

(SPECIe) .1__1I

5.12 Are there established policies or procedures for determining which of the
claims referred for nonfraud errors will be most actively pursued
(INVESTIGATED) prior to claim establishment? This would include any
policies for prioritizing cases when there is a backlog of claim referrals
co be processed?

YES ......................................... , ...... , ..... 1

NO................... (GO TO 5.17) ........................ 0

5,13 In setting up these priorities for nonfraud cases, what characteristics of
a case would increase the likelihood of that case being pursued
(INVESTIGATED) prior to claim establishment? (CIRCLE "1" OR '0" FOR ALL
ITEMS.) PROBE FOR ANY DISTINCTION BETWEEN PA AND NPA HOUSEHOLDS.

YES NO

AGE OF CLIENT. ...... . .............................. 1 0
PA HOUSEHOLD ....................................... 1 0
HOUSEHOLD ERROR ........................... . ........ 1 0

RECENT ERROR ....................................... 1 0
ACTIVE CASE ......... , .............................. 1 0
LARGER DOLLAR AMOUNT............................... 1 0
o_tER........ . ...... . ..... , ........................ l 0

(sPECIe) I I__l
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5.14 Mat are the reasons behind these policies?

NOTES:

5.15 How is the prioritizing of cases done? PROBE, IF NEEDED--Is there a very
structured scoring of cases based on the dimensions you listed or is it a
more informal process intended to provide only general guidelines?

RIGOROUS SCORING... .......................... · ...... 1
GENERAL GUIDELINES..........(GO TO 5.17)............2
OTHER......... .....******.**(CO TO 5.17) ............ 3

(sPEcie) J I__J

NOTES:

5.16 Is this scoring of cases automated? :

NOs O®®®**e ®®®***eeoc®os*e® ,®*eee,e elsie e®®e®® Oeo* ®*®0

5.17 At the conclusion of the investigation of nonfraud referrals, who general-
ly makes the decision that a claim should be established? (CIRCLE "1" FOR
ALL THAT APPLY.)

ELIGIBILITY WORKER.........................,.,......1
EWSUPERVISOR........ ,,,.,........,........,. ....... 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL...... ............... ..,..., ...... 1

DISTRICT..***.. ......... ...............1
STATE***** ...... . .... .......o*******...1

..................................1
DISTRICT-, 1,el**** ,, o** 0, °.00 ii 0,, ° o · · fl o · ·

STATE 1· **l.*ii* I ° e 0. * il . . °,, ****es. e lO · · eeo

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR........ . . . . . . . , . . . ....... 1
Or_F_lJeeJeeeeeleeeJJelJee®eeeeoeeoleeoeee*eeJee*e**_

(SPECIFY) l__l_l
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5.18 Now let's talk about cases of suspected fraud.

What steps or methods are typically used in conducting an investigation of

a case of suspected fraud?

(FOR EACH METHOD USED, ASK:) Is/are (METHOD) always used? (IF NOT ALWAYS
USED, ASK:) }low often is/are (METHOD) used? What (dc_s its/do their) use
depend upon?

USED? ALWAYS? PERCENT

YES NO YES NO OF CASES

CASE FILE REVIEW 1, 0 I 0 [ {__

IN-OFF.ICE INTERVIEW 1 0 I 0 [_}

HoMEVISIT I 0 1 0 {,. I____

THIRD-PARTY CONTACTS 1 0 I 0 ] ]., J

rNT_.RWSWWI_ESSES 1 0 1 0 {__{m_

FORENSIC INVESTIGATION I 0 I 0 ]m[_

OTHER I 0 I 0 I__L

(speciFY) {__[__[

5.19 'Are there established policies or procedures for determining which of the

claims referred for suspected fraud will be most actively pursued
(INVESTIGATED) prior to claim establishment? This would include any

policies for prioritizing cases Sen there is a backlog of claim referrals

to be processed?

YES ......... ,....................... 1

NO,,..(C_) TO 5.24) .... ,,..., .... ,..,0
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5.20 In setting up these priorities for suspected fraud cases, what
characteristics of a case wOUld increase the likelihood of that case being
pursued (INVESTIGATED)aS suspected fraud prior to claim establishment?
(CIRCLE "1 OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.) PROBE WHETHER ANY EMPHASIS ON PA OVER
NPA HOUSEHOLDS.

YES NO

AGE OF CLIENT .................... 1 0

PA HOUSEHOLD ..................... 1 0

MORE RECENT ERROR................ 1 0
PARTICIPANT HOUSEHOLD ............ 1 0

LARGER DOLLAR AMOUNT ............. 1 0

QUALITY OF EVIDENCE .............. 1 0
. REPEAT OFFENDER .................. 1 0

FLAGRANT VIOLATION,. ............. 1 0
OTHER... ......................... 1 0

(sPEcIFY) ] !__l

5.21 What are the reasons behind these policies?

NOTES:

5.22 Ho, is the prioritizing of cases done? PROBEi*iXF NEEDED--Is there a very
structured scoring of cases based on thedtmnsions you listed or is it a
more informal process intended to provideii!i°_ty!igeneral guidelines?

RIGOROUS SCORING ..................... 1

GENERAL GUIDELINES..°.(GO TO 5.2&)...2
OTHER ......... ... .... .(CO TO 5,24)...3

(SPECie) ,J__[ I

NOTES:

5.23 Is this scoring of cases automated?

_'ESeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeoeoeeoeeeeeeoeeoeeel

NOeeeeeeeeeeeeeoeeoeoooeeeeeoeeeeeeeeO
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5.24 Who is generally responsible for the decision to pursue a case of
suspected fraud as a fraud claim? That is, who determines that a
particular case merits the extra effort required to confirm the fraud
allegation?
(CIRCLE ONE.)

ELIGIBILITY WORKER................... 1
EW SUPERVISOR. ....................... 2
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ................... 6

DISTRICT ................ 7
STATE ................... 8

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL ................... 9

DISTRICT ............... 10

STATE .................. 11

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR .......... 12

OTHER............................... 16

(SPECIFY) I_[ ,I

5.25 What factors enter into that decision? (CIRCLE '1' OR '0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

YES NO

AVAILABLE STAFF TIME ............. 1 0
STRENGTH OF EVIDENCE ............. 1 0

OTHER ............................ 1 0

(SPECIFY) [ 1,,. [

5,26 How is a fraud referral handled after it has been decided not to pursue
that case as a fraud claim?

PROCESSED _.S NONFRAUD CLAIM .......... 1
OTHER ................................ 2

(SPECIFY) I__l [
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_ULB6: Ct_YMESTABLISBNBNT

The next stage of the claims Process to be discussed is claim establishment.
Would you give me a brief overview of the processes for establishing a claim?

NOTES:

6.00 For cases of suspected fraud, how would you rank the following claim
establish_ent methods in order of their frequency of use?

USED
YES NO RANKING

a. Fraud prosecution I 0 ]__[. [

b. Administrative fraud

hearing 1 0 [ [__t

c. Disqualification
consent agreement I 0 [ [ [

d. Waiver of hearing I 0 j J__[

6.01 How are decisions made about which of these methods will be used to
establish a fraud claim?

NOTES:
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6.02 What are the important factors (characteristics of the cases and
characteristics of the system) in the decision? PROBE FOR ROLE OF
PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE IN THE DECISION AND NATURE OF ANY &GREEHENT WITH THE
PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE.

NOTES:

6.03 Which Eases are referred for prosecution and why? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR
ALL IT.S.)

YES NO

LARGER DOLLAR AHOUNT ............. 1 0
REPEAT OFFENDER .................. 1 0
n_o_rr VIOLATION...............1 o
oTHER............................l o

(SPSClr_) ,[__[__l

NOTES:

6.04 Prior to the establis_nent of the fraud claim, how are the overissuances
due to suspected fraud handled?

NO ACTION TAKEN...................... 1
OVERISSUANCE IN 12 HONTHS

PRIOR TO DISCOVERY
PROCESSED AS NONFRAUD .............. 2

OrXER................................ 3

(SPECIFY) I__l__l
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6.05 Earlier we talked about the decision to establish a claim for a nonfraud

referral and the decision to pursue a case of suspected fraud as a fraud
claim. Is there a process whereby management or staff at a higher level
review these decisions?

NON'FRAUD FRAUD
YES. 1

·0 0

6.06 Are all decisions reviewed, or only a tandon sample of the decisions, or
is some other method used for selecting which decisions to review?
(CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLIn/N.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD
ALLACTIONS............ ....... ........ 1 l
L_oMSA_'LE........... . .... ... ..... .2 2
o_ER.... ........ . ....... ....... ...... 3 3

(sPEciPY) I I__l ,L J__l__!

6.07 Who is responsible for reviewing the decisions? (CIRCLE '1 # FOR ALL THAT
APPLY.)

NONI_,AUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER........... ..**,.,*.,**.1 1
EW SUPERVISOR ...... .,., ..... .,, ...... *.***1 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ............ · ..... .,.*.,1 1

DISTRICT,' ........... .,. .... .1 1
STATE ........... ,.......,....1 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL....,...,,......,...,..,,I 1

DISTRICT.,,.,,.,.,..,........,1 1
STATE....... ....,, ..... ..,...,1 1

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR .......... .,...,1 1
OTHER ...................... . ........ .. .... 1 1

(sPEc_m [ !1 . I.[__!
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6.08 For nonfraud claims, who is responsible for notifying the household of the
claim (i.e., mailing the demand letter or arranging for the demand letter
to be mailed)? And for fraud claims, who is responsible for notifying the
household of the claim? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

FRAUD FRAUD

NONFRAUD (COURT) (OTHER)

ELIGIBILITY WORKER.................. 1 I 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL .................. 6 6 6

DISTRICT ............... 7 7 7
STATE .................. 8 8 8

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL .................. 9 9 9

DISTRICT .............. 10 10 10
STATE ................. 11 11 11

LEGAL AUTHoRITY/PROSECUTOR ......... 12 12 12
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE ......... ....13 13 13
AUTOMATED SYSTEM ................... 15 15 15
OTHER .............................. 16 16 16

(sPEcIFY) I, I__1 I I I I.I I
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ItODUI,ST_ OOI,I,SCFZON OF PAYL_SNTS

I would now like to talk with you about the policies and procedures for recover-
ing the claim once collection actions have been initiated. This stage of the
claims processmclaim collections--includes setting up the claim for repayment,
the use of demand letters, and the use of recoupment. Would you briefly describe
the way your state's collection process works?

NOTES:

7,00 Who is generally responsible for making arrangements with the household on
the payment of the claim? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN;)

FRAUD FRAUD
NONFRAUD (COURT) (OTHER)

ELIOIBILITY WORKER,, .... , ...... · · · · · 1 I 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL..... , ..... , ...... 6 6 6

· ****CT**************** 7 7
STATE**. ......... ,.,...8 8 8

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL***** ......... ,...9 9 9
DISTRICT .... , ......... 10 I0 10
STATE**. ...... ,,. ..... 11 11 11

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR. · · · · · · · · 12 12 12
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE....,..,.,,..13 13 13
PROBATION OFFICE. · · · ·. · · · · · · ....... 14 14 14

OTHER...,.....,...,......... ,...,..16 16 i 16

(sPeCIFY) ILl J__!__[ J__ll
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7.01 Who has responsibility for identifying households which fail to respond to
the initial demand letter? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER,,. ............... 1 1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ...... ............ 6 6

DISTRICT ...............7 7

STATE .................. 8 8
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL .................. 9 9

DISTRICT.... .......... 10 10
STATE ................. 11 11

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR ......... 12 12
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE ............. 13 13

PROBATION OFFICE ................... 14 14

orxE_.............................. 16 16

(SPECIFY) } ,I I. I I }

7.02 What are the policies and procedures for handling cases where the
household does not respond to the initial demand letter? PROBE FOR
DIFFERENCES IN HANDLING OF IHE, IPV AND AE CLAIMS.

NOTES:

7.03 How frequently are follow-up demand letters mailed to households once the
claim is established? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

NONFRAUD NONFRAUD

FRAUD (IHE) (AE)
MONTHLY......................... 1 ! !
NO FIXED SCHEDULE ............... 2 2 2

OTHER ........................... 3 3 3

(SPECIFY) [ [_l_l 1_1 .[__l__[
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7.04 Is there some standard for how many letters are mailed if the household
does .or respond?

NONFRAUD NON'FRAUD

fRAUD (_HE) (AE)
YES ............. .. ......... 1 1
NO.... (GO TO 7.06) ............ 0 0 0

7.05 How many letters are mailed?

NONFRAUD NONFRAUD

FRAUD (IHE) (AE)
,,,,, , ,,,

LETTERS........ . .......... I I I I t I I I I
NOTES:

7.06 _nder what circumstances is the household's food stamp allotment reduced
through recoupment? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NOT _I_Y _ZD .... , .............. 1
AGENCY I_ROR IF CLIENT CONSENTS...... 1
ROUSEHOLDERI_OR. ..................... 1

OldER 1ll.....lllO..lll..l....lli!llllt

(sPsczr_) .I I I
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HDD_ 8: FOI_O_UP FOR DELI!_BT

I would now like to talk with you about the follov-up activities used by your
state for delinquent claims.

8.00 What methods (other than demand letters) are used to notify households of
delinquent claims? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY,)

NONFRAUD NONFRAUD
FRAUD (IHE) (AE)

sosE ................................ 1 1 1
Mo_r_Y BILLINC (SEPARATE

FROM DEMANDLETTER) ............... 1 1 1
PHONE .CALLS......................... 1 I 1
OTHER............................... 1 1 1

(sPEcie {__{{ { {__{ {__{__{

8.01 Which of the following alternative collection methods are used? How would
you rank the alternative collection methods used in order of their
frequency of use? Can you tell me the approximate number of cases for
which each collection method was used in FY 19857

. USED? IF YES, ASK--
YES NO RANKING NUMBER

a. Tax refund intercept 1 0 {__{__{ {__[__{__[, [__{__[__{

b. Wagesarnist-,,ent I 0 I__l__{ }_{ {_, 1..1_1_

c. Property liens I 0 { { .{ {. {. {, {__{__{__

d. Small claims court 1 0 [__[__[ [__{ { , { { .. {__

e. Pri,,ate conectio, ase,,cy 1 o {__{__{ {__{__{ , {__{__{__

f. Creditbureau I 0 I__l__l { 1, I., I__{_l_

g. Other 1 0 { { .1 I I 1__, I__{ 1__

(SPECIFY) j__{__}

IF NO ALTERNATIVE HETHODS USED, GO TO 8.08a.
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8.02 Who generally makes the deCfai on to initiate alternative collection

actions against houSeholdswhich fail to make payments on their claims?
(CIRCLE "1 # FOR ALL THAT.APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER.... '. ........................ .,.1 1
EW SUPERVISOR ...................................... 1 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ..... ,, .......................... 1 1

DISTRICT .............................. 1 1

STATE ........... ,.. ................... 1 1
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL............... , ..... ,., ......... I 1

DISTRICT.. ......................... ...1 1

STATE .................... ,,., ...... ...1 1
PINANOIAL UNIT: STATE ....... ..... .................. 1 1
OTHER.. ..... · .......... · ........................... 1 1

(sPEcie) ......... '!--1 [ LLI

8.03 Are there established policies or procedures for determining which cases
are pursued through the alternative collection methods?

_r_Seleolllllel®...®®®.®...®..........l

NO.... (CO TO 8.08a) .................. 0

8,04 In determining which cases are to be pursued through alternative
'collection methods, what characteristics of a case increase the

probability of that case being selected? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL
I rEMS. )

YES NO

PA HOUSEROLD.,. ................. 1 0
FRAUD CLAIM ..................... 1 0

OLDER ERROR.....................I 0
OLDER CLAIM.**,, ....... .........1 0

LONG TERM DELtNQUENCY.,...,.,**.I 0
INACT_ HOUSEHOLD....... ,.,..,.1 0
LARG_ DOLLAR AMOUNT.,,,........I 0
OTHER...**** .... o,,, .... .,..,,..1 0

¢sPsc m t_l_l

8.05 What are the reasons behind these policies?

NOTES:
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8.06 How is the selection of cases carried out? IF NEEDED, PROBE--Is it a very
structured scoring of cases based on the dimensions you have listed or is
it a more informal process intended to provide only general guidelines?

RIGOROUS SCORING. · · · ................. 1

GENERAL GUIDELINES. .(GO TO 8.08a) .... 2
OTHER ............... (CO TO 8.08a) .... 3

(SPECIFY) ]__l,,,}

8.07 Is this sorting of cases automated?

YE Se.eee.eeee®eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeel

NOeeee.eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeO

8.08a Who is responsible for monitoring the repayment of claims from households
when recoupment is used? That is, who is responsible for identifying
households with delinquent claim payments when recoupment is used as the
collection method? (CIRCLE NI" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NON'FRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER......... , ........... 1 I
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ................... ..1 1

DISTRICT .................. 1 1
STATE ..................... 1 1

. FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL ......... ,. .......... 1 1
DISTRICT ................. .1 1

STATE.. ....... . ........... 1 1
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE .................. 1 1
OTHER ...... . ........................... 1 1

(sP cim I__l I I__l__[
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8.08b Who ia responsible (FOR ItONITORING THE REPAYMENT OF CLAIMS) when lump sum
or installment methods are used? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFI{AUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER,., .............. ,.,.1 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL,,,..,,.,,, .......... 1 1

DISTRICT ...... . ..... , ..... 1 1
STATE.,,,, ................ 1 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL,., .... . ....... · ..... 1 1
DISTRICT. ................. 1 1
STATE.. ..... ,.., ........ ,.1 1

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE** ................ 1 1

OTHER....... ,,...,, .................. ..1 1

(sPEcifY) ,.I I i, I I__1
IF NO ALTERNATIVE COLLECTION METHODS USED, GO TO MODULE 9.

8,08c Who is responsible (FOR MONITORING THE REPAYMENT OF CLAIMS) when alterna-
tive collections methods are used? (CIRCLE '1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY,)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER,.,.., .... · ....... ...1 1
. CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL... ......... ,,...,,..1 1

DISTRICT, o,,o,..,,,,o.,,..1 1
STATE,,,.,..,,...,., ...... 1 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL..**.**;..**... ....... 1 1
DISTRICT...,,.,.,,..,..,..1 1
STATE,..,,,o..,.o.,.,,,,..1 1

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE.., ............... 1 1
OTHER.... ,... .......... · ............... _

(SPECIFY) ,l__l__l._l__l__l
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!)DULK 9: SUSPKNSION/I*!_,MINATION OF CLAIMS

Now, I would like to talk with you about how the agency reaches the decision that

it is no longer worthwhile to pursue an outstanding claim.

9.00 Who is generally responsible for identifying claims which should be
considered for suspension? (CIRCLE "1' FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

FRAUD NONFRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER ..................... 1 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ..................... 1 1

DISTRICT .................. 1 1

STATE ..................... 1 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL ..................... 1 1

DISTRICT .................. 1 1
STATE**** ................. 1 1

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE .... .............. 1 1

AUTONATED SYSTEN,,,, ................... 1 1
OTHER .................................. 1 1

(sPEcie) f. J__J__.l__l_l

9.01 Is there a review of delinquent claims to determine which ones should be

suspend ed ?

YES .................................. 1

NO ....(GO TO 9.07) ................... 0

9.02 Would you describe this review process?

NOTES:

9.03 Is this review of delinquent claims autouated?

YES .................................. 1

NO ........... ........................ 0

CS-36



9.04 What percent of delinquent claims are reviewed and, of chose claims

reviewed, what percent are suspendS?

PERCENT REVIEWED ............ I I } [

P_CENTSUSPE_ED........... I__1 I I

9.05 Row effective ia this review process in reducing the backlog of delinquent
claims?

NOTES:

9.06 Are there claims which qualify for suspension but are not suspended? (IF

YES, ASK) Why are they not suspended?

_See®®eeeee®eeeeee®®eeeeeee®®ee®eeee_

NO 0eeoeeeoeeooeoeeeoo_oeeooleoooe_oooo

'NOTES:
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9.07 Who is responsible for determining that a claim should be suspended?
(CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

FRAUD NON'FRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER................. · · · · 1 1
EW SUPERVISOR .......................... 2 2
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ................ ....6 6

DISTRICT ................. 7 7

STATE ................ · · · · 8 8
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL ..................... 9 9

DISTRICT ................. 10 l0
STATE .................... 11 11

FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE ................. 13 13
o ER................................. 16 16

{SPECIFY) {__{__{__{__{{

9.08 What is the process by which claims are suspended? What documentation is
required in order to suspend a claim?

NOTES:

9.09 Do you have a procedure for reactivating suspended claims?

YESeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeJeeeeeeel

NO .... (_0 TO 9.11) ................... 0

9.10 Would you describe that procedure?

NOTES:
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9.11 Are there established policies or procedures for determining when
suspended claims should be terminated?

Y_S_.eoeleleeleeeeeeelaeelle.e®eeeeeeX

NO....(GO TO 9.13) ................... 0

9.12 Would you describe those policies and procedures? PROBE FOR REASONS
BEHIND THE POLICIES.

NOTES:

9.13 Who is responsible for detemining that a suspended claim should be
terminated? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH COLUMN.)

FRAUD NONFRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER_o',,................1 1
EW SUPERVISOR .............. ....... ..... 2 2
CLAIMS UNIT: _..... .....·.........6 6

DISTRICr. ................ 7 7
· STATE..... ...............8 8

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL-J-.................9 9
DISTRICT.............···10 10
STATE''',.oo....··o.····11 11

FINANCIAL UNIT_ 8TATR. ,.. ............ · 13 13
AUTOMATED SYSTEM-....,......... .......15 15
OTHER........... ...................... 16 16

(sPscz_> ,l .1--1 I__1 1

9.1& What are the criteria for terminating a suspended claim? (CIRCLE "1' OR
"0" FOR ALL IT.S.)

YES HO

SUSPENDEDFOR 3 TEARS..................1 0
oTH_-........ ......... . ............. ........ _ 0

CsPECzrt> ]__1__1
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9.15 After claims have been suspended, do you ever keep them on the books for
more than three years?

YES................................................. 1
NO.... (CO TO 9.18) .................................. 0

9.16 For how long do you generally retain suspended claims on the books?

INDEFINITELY ....................................... 99

 EARs........ . ................................ Ill

9.17 What are the reasons for carrying the claims longer than the required

three years?

NOTES:

9.18 Earlier we talked about the decision to suspend a claim and the decision
to terminate a claim. Is there a process by which management or staff at
a higher level review those decisions? (CIRCLE "1" OR '0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

YES NO

SUSPENDED:
FRAUD .................................... 1 0
NONFRAUD.. ............................... 1 0

TERMINATED:

FRAUD..... ........ . ...................... 1 0
NONFRAUD................... .... ·.... ·.... 1 0

IF ALL RESPONSES ARE "NO", CO TO MODULE 10.
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9.19 Are all decisions reviewed, or only a random sample of the decisions, or
is some other method used to select decisions to review?

ALL RANDOM

ACTIONS SAMPLE OTHER (SPECIFY)

SUSPENDED:

MUD 1 2 3 t I [

NONFRAUD 1 2 3 ] J I

TERMINATED:

FRAUD 1 2 3 I., I I

NONFRAUD 1 2 3 ,1__]__[

9,20 Who is responsible for reviewing those decisions? (CIRCLE ONE IN EACH
COLUMN.)

SUsPENsIONS TERMINATIONS

FRAUD NONFRAUD FRAUD NONFRAUD

ELIGIBILITY WORKER,, ........ .,1 I I 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ............ 6 6 6 6

. DISTRICT,.,,.....7 7 7 7
STATE,... ..... ...8 8 8 8

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL.,........,.9 9 9 9

DISTRICT.. ...... 10 IO 10 10
STATE. .......... I1 I1 11 11

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR...12 12 12 12
FINANCIAL UNIT: STATE ..... ..13 1_- 13 13
PROBATION OFFICE ......... ....14 14 14 14

OTHER...***.., ........ ..,....16 16 16 16

(SPZCI_) .l__l] [__l I i I [__l. l, [--i
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MODULE 10.* NAGNITUDK OF (ISP'KRIS_S AND CLAIMS

I would now like to ask you some questions about the magnitude of the
overissuances and claims problems that your claims system is addressing. If
possible, I would like information for FY 1985 in order to supplement the
information on your state's FNS-209 forms.

10.00 Do you maintain information on the number and value of overissuances
identified and claim referrals received in FY 19857

Y_So eeeeeeeoe oeeeee, eeeo®ee ee eeeeo e eel

NO...... (GO TO 10.06) ................ 0

10.01 How macy overissuances were identified in FY 19857 What was the dollar
value of these overissuances?

OVEnSSUANCES............. { I__{ _l, { J__l__J,{ { {, {

DOLLAI_v,u.,u_.............. {__J {__{, { {__1 {, J {__{__J

10.02 How many claim referrals were made in FY 19857 What was the value of
those referrals?

REmUS.ALS................. L{ ....1__1,I { 1__1,i {__L{
DOLLAR VALUE .............. I I I { { { { I I I I {__ ' _ · _ ,,

10.03 Of the claims referrals that were made in FY 1985, how many were
established as claims in FY 19857 What was the dollar value of these
claims ?

ESTABLISHED CLAIHS ........ 1--1 { 1' [ 1--1--1' L{ 1--1

DOLLAR VALUE .............. {__l__}__{, 1__{ } 1, 1__1__1__1

10.04 Of the total number of claims that ware established in FY 1985, how many

had any collections made in FY 19857 What was the initial value of those
claims? How much was actually collected?

CLAII_ WITH COLLECTIONS...J__{ 1__1. 1..1__1__1. { [ 1__}

INITm.VALUEOFCLAIMS...I} { J, I__{__l l, 1__1__{.....}

DOLLARS COLLECTED ......... 1__1__1__{, { {. } 1, { I 1__1
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10,05 Of the total number of Claims that were established in FY 1985, how many
were suspended FY 19857 What vas the initial dollar value of these
suspended claims? How much is still unpaid?

SUSPENDED CLAIMS ....... '''J__[__[__t, I__1 I !' I__1. I__[

INITIA'.VALUEOFCLAIMS...I__1__1i,LI I__1,i I I__1

._I:N_NCB._ANCE.........I__1__1I,I__1__II,I t__t__1

10,06 What would be your professional estimate for the current year or for the
last few years of:

a. IP 10.01 AND 10.02 ANSWERED, OO TO 10,06b.

The percentage of identified overissuances which
result in claim referrals?

.Ra_r..,..,.,......,,. .... .-..1__1__1__1

b. IF 10.02 AND 10.03 ANSWERED, CO TO_I0?06c.
The percentage of claim referrals which
result in established claims?

,RANT............ .... ......... I__1__1__1

c, The percentage of claim referrals for suspected fraud
which result in established claims for fraud?

w

.Rc_........... .............. LI I I

d. IF 10,03 AND 10,04 ANSWERED, CO TO 10,0_,
The percentage of established claims for which
at least some collections are made?

PERCZNT......................... !__l__l__i

e. The percentage of established claims which
eventually become delinquent?

f, The percentage of delinquent claims which
are suspended?

PERcE_.................. ... .... I__l ! I
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10o07 Hany states have backlogs of cases to be processed at each stage of the
claims system. To help us get an idea of the time required to process
cases through the system, would you tell me the approximate number of days
required to complete:

a. The claim referral from the
date the overissuance was

identified FROH J, J I__1 TO I I__1__1 DAYS

b. The establishnent of a
nonfraud claim from the

date of referral FROM {__1 I { TO I__[__1__[ DAYS

c. The establishment of a
fraud claim from the

date of referral FROM [ I__l [ TO [ I__}__1 DAYS

10.08 What do you see as the reasons for backlogs of overissuances and claims
which need to be processed? What has your state done to address this
problem?

NOTES:

10.09 Finally, I would like some general information about the characteristics
of your PA and NlmA caseloads. What percentage of the active households in
your PA and NPA caseloads have active claims?

PERCENT OF PA CASELOAD ........................ J [ ]

PERCENTOPNPACASELOAD....................... { { {
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10.10 What percentage of the active households in your PA and NPA caseloads have
suspended claims?

PERCENTOFPACASV.,O,_....... ...... ........... I I I

PERcE_o__A CAS_OAZ)....................... I I I

10.11 What percentage of the active households in your PA and NPA caseloads are
repaying claims through recoupment?

PERCE_oFPACASELOAD........................ I I I

PERCE_OF_A C*SELO_....................... I t I

10.12 Finally, I would like a little information on the AFDC caseload if you
have it. What percentage of AFDC cases are repaying AFDC claims through
recoupment ?

PERCENT .................... .. ................. III
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APPENDIX E



S'fST_
lOCAL OFFICE SURVgY

TYFg B



TYPE B

I i-'l_l J I I

CLAIMS SYSTEM
LOCAL OFFIQg SURimi INSTU!mxNT

ltODOl2g 1; AlIENOr ORGANIZATION

Our understanding of the claims collection process within your state suggests Chat
there is both state and local involvement in Chat process, Our earlier discussions

with state Food SCamp stair provided a description of the claims activities which
occur aC the state level, _ would like to talk with you about the claims functions
which are handled ac the local level,

I would like to begin by asking you about the organizational structure of your

agency's claims process, Can you give me a brief overview of the organization of

the claims process within your agency? (TRY TO GET A CLEAR PICTURE OF
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE.)

NOTE_:

1,0U Are there any specialized staff or specialized units involved-In the claims

process within your agency? By specialized we mean devoted _Clusively to
processing overissuances and/or claims.

YES ...................................... l

NO ........... (GO TO PAGE 5)..... ,.., ..... 0
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1.01 Could you tell me a little about those staff and/or units? What are the

titles of the staff and/or names of the units? What agency are they

with? What are their functions? Do they handle both (suspected) fraud and

nonfraud claims? Do they handle claims for other programs besides Food

Stamps? How many full-time staff of each special type do you have and/or

how large is the specialized unit? (FILL IN THE GRID BELOW.)

Unlt/Staff _1 Unit/Staff f2 Unit/Staff _3 Unli'/Staff J4

Name of

u.,+/sta,f 1/2 I_J_J 1__12 !__1__1

_ga._ 112 121 112 I/__1

_..¢,io.. I_J/ J_J J2-J I I__1

IJJ JJ I_J_ IJ_l

I.J,_..( _J_J ]_..J_ JJJ

J I/ 1/ JJ__ J_l I

IJJ JJ IJ_ Jj_l

J/2 _.Ii J_J_ j_J_l

JJJ JJ j_J_ JJ_l
Handles: YES NO YES NO YES NO YES NO

Fraud 1 0 1 O 1 O 1 0

Nonfraud 1 0 I 0 I 0 1 0

Hand Ies:

AFDC ! 0 I 0 I 0 ! 0

GA I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0

Medicaid 1 0 1 0 1 0 I 0

Other 1 0 I 0 I 0 ! 0

(s_Ec,m IJJ I._12 t22 I__l__l

Number of

s,,.(rtE) IJJJJ IJJJJ IJJJJ IJJ._l I
O00ES FOR FUNCTIONS

1. DETECTION

2. REFERRALS

3. INVESTIGATIONS

4. CALCULATION

5 . PROSECUTION

6. ADMIN. DISOUAL. HEARINGS

7. COLLECTIONS

8. SUSPENSION

9 . FOLLOW-UPON DELINOUENTCLAINS
10, TERMINATION

1t . MANAGEMENT

12. OTHER
( SPECI FY)
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Unlt/Staff t_ Unit/Staff f6 Unit/Staff 17 Unit/Staff 18

Name of

u,,/s,a. I._12 t_J..J L.J-J JJ_l

^-q*"_ ,_.1_J. t_JJ ,., t....J..J j._J_l

F,,_,,_., 22 I_J..J ...... I_l_.J j.__t_l

12 {_...J {___J JJ_l

J2 t._J._J tJJ j_l_l

Il t_.l_.J I..J__J J._JJ

, 22 ....1...I.__1 I_.t_J J__i__i

121 tl..1 IJ_J tJ_i

ill I1..1 .... J_l_J i_J_J

Handtes_ YES NO YES NO YES NO YES
Fraud 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0

NonfratKI 1 0 1 0 1 0 I 0

Handles:
AFDC I 0 1 0 I 0 I 0

GA 1 0 1 0 I 0 1 0

Medicaid I 0 I 0 1 0 1 0

Other I 0 ! 0 I 0 I 0

csPEc,rn 122 ............I''1''1 12''1 I__t__1
Number of

st,++crre_ 12222 I''1'1''1'1''1'1''1 1122..1 !_J_JJ_.J

COOESFOR FUN_rlOI6

I. DETECTION ::
2. REFERRALS

3, INVESTIGATIONS

4. CALCULATION

5, PROSECUTION

6. N)NIN. DISOUAL. HEARINGS

7. COLLECTIONS

8. SUSF'_tOi4
9. FOLLOW-UPON DELINOUENT CLAIMS

10. TERMINATION

1! o Ka,NAGE_4ENT

12. OTHER
( SPECI FY)
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Unlt/Staff 19 Unll'/Staff t10 Unit'/SI'afl tll Unli'/Staff _12

Name of

u.,*/staff t_J_.J __J_J II_ J t I

^g°n_ {2/ /I {/__ J.t I

Fu.c*,o.., 122 ..J_J I.J_ j_l_t

122 _l_J t_J_ j..j_l

12__J _J_J I_J_ f 1_4

I_1..[ ._l_J I_J_ J_J_l

II.] II Ii_ .l_l_l

I_L_J III III J._t_l

12__J III t._J_J J_l_I

Handles; YESNO YES NO YESNO YESNO

Fraud 1 0 I 0 I 0 1 0

Nonfraud I 0 I 0 1 0 I 0

Hand I es:
AFDC 1 0 I 0 I 0 I 0

GA I O I O I 0 1 0

Hedlcald 1 0 I 0 I 0 1 0

Other 1 0 1 0 I 0 1 0

(sPEc,m I..J2 II_J 122 J__l__l
Number of

S*a. (rtE) 12222 IJ_J_J_J 122.__12 I__l/__t t

COOES FOR FUNCTIONS

1. DETECTION

2. REFERRALS

:5. INVESTIGATIONS

4. CALCULATION

5. PROSECUTI ON

6, AONINo DISOUAL. HEARINGS

7° COLLECTIONS

8° SUSPENSION

9° FOLLOW-UPON DELINOUENT CLAIMS
10. TERMINATION

1I. MANAGEMENT

12. OTHER

( SPECIFY)
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In organizing this discussion of the claims process, we have identified six steps or
stages. In order to be sure that we are (both/all) talking about the same things, I

would like to briefly summarize those stages for you.

The first stage we have identified is the claim referral process. We view this as
including the detection o_ the overissuance and the formal steps by which the claims

process is initiated.

The second stage of the process we have identified is the claim investigation. This

stage would include the calculation of the total amount of the overlssuance, the

determinatioQ of the nature of the error (i.e., adm/nlstrative error, inadvertent

household error, or Intentional program violation), and investigation into the
circumstances of the error.

The third stage of the process is claim establishment. Claim establishment for
nonfraud claims would include the decision to collect on the claim and =he process

by which the client is informed of that decision. For fraud claims, claim

establishment would include the decision to use prosecution, disqualification

consent agreements, administrative disqualification hearings, or a waiver of hearing

to confirm the allegation of fraud and the process used in setting up the framework

for collecting on the claim.

The fourth stage of the claima process is the collection of payments on the claim.

This would include setting up the claim for repayment, the use of demand letters,
and the procedures for tracking claim payments and recoupments.

The fifth stage of the claims process is the follow-up activities used for delin-
quent claims. This stage includes the identification of delinquent claims and the

use of alternative collection methods, such as wage garnishment or tax refund
intercepts.

The final stage of the claims process which we have identified is claim suspension
and term_nation. This stage includes the identification of claims which are eligible

for suspension and termination and the processes whereby those actions are taken.

Are these stages clear to you and do they make sense as a framework for discussing
the claims process of your agency?

EMPHASIZE THE NEED TO USE THE STAGES AS WE HAVE DEFINED THEM IN ORDER TO _E

CONSISTENT IN OUR DESCRIPTION OF CLAIM SYSTEMS.
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l.02a COMPLETE THIS QUESTION PRIOR TO THE INTERVIEW BASED UPON INFORMATION PROVIDED

IN QUESTION 1.00 OF THE STATE CENSUS.

FOR THOSE STAGES OF THE CLAIMS PROCESS CARRIED OUT AT THE FIELD OR

LOCAL/COUNTY OFFICE LEVEL, CIRCLE THE ASSOCIATED NUMBER IN THE "ADDITIONAL
MODULES TO ADMINISTER" COLUMN.

NOTE: A REGIONAl, OFFICE IS AN ORGANIZATIONAl, LEVEL BETWEEN THE LOCAL AND

STATE OFFICE.

LOCAL/ STATE OTHER ADDIT IONAL

FIELD COUNTY REGIONAL STATE WELFARE AGENCY MOOULESTO

OFFICE OFFICE OFFICE FSA AGENCY (SPECIFY) ADMINISTER

a, Claim referral?

)-l--iNONFRAUD I 1 1 ! 1

b, Claim Inves?Iga?!ons?

.o._^uo ' ' ' ' ' I__l__t

c, Es?ebl Ishment of the claim?

F.AUO ' ' ' , , __1_ J__l 6
.o._^uD ' ' ' ' ' I__1__1

d. Col lectlcm of claim

peymen?s?

_Auo , , 1 I , (_J__l ?
.o._^uo ' ' ' ' ' I/__1

e. Follow-up activities on

del Inquen* claims?

_Auo ' ' ' ' ' , t__1__1 8
"_^_ ' ' ' ' ' I_J_l

f. Claim suspension and
fermi ne?Ion?

.O.FR^UO , I , 1 I I_J

Bamed upon our discussions with staff at the state Food Stamp Agency, we

understand that the lo¢al agency responsibilities include: (SUMMARIZE

RELEVANT STAGES OF CLAIMS PROCESS WHICH ARE AT FIELD OFFICE OR LOCAL/COUNTY

LEVEL), while the state (OR REGIONAL) office handles: (SUMMARIZE RELEVENT

STAGES OF CLAIMS PROCESS WHICH ARE AT STATE OR REGIONAL LEVEL), Is this a

correct overview of che organizational level at which the claims activities

in your state are carried out?

YES .............. (GO TO 1.03) ............ 1

SOeeeeeeeeee e ,eeeeeeeee,eeeeeeeeeee,eeeeeO
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1.02b MAKE CORRECTIONS IN THE GRID BELOW TO REFLECT RESPONDENT'S COMMENTS.

FOR THOSE STAGES OF TIlE CLAIMS PROCE$_ CARRIED OUT AT TI-itt FIELD OR

LOCAL/COUNTY oFFICE LEVEL, CIRCLE THE ASSOCIATED NUMBER IN THE "ADDITIONAL

MODULES TO ADMINISTER" COLUMN,

NOTE: A REGIONAL OFFICE IS AN ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL BETWEEN THE LOCAL AND

STATE OFFICE.

LOCAL/ STATE OTHER ADOITl ONAL

FIELD COUNTY REGIONAl. STATE WELF/iRE AGENCY NODULESTO

OFFICE OFFICE OFFICE FSA AGENCY (SPECIFY) ADMINISTER

a. Claim referral?

F.Auo ' ' ' ' ' __1__1 I

b, Claim invesflgaflons?

FP_UO 1 1 _ _ I __1//.____
NONFRAUO ' 1 I 1 ! j_.J_j

c. Establishment of the claim?

F,,JJO ' ' ' ' ' . I__1__! 6
NONFRAUD ! ' $ ' 1 J_.j_.j

cl. COl IEK:tion of claim

payments ?

FRAUD ' ' ' ' ' __Ill.____ 7
.O.mAUO , ' ' ' , __J_J__l

e. Follow-up activities on
del !nquent claims?

FR_O ' ' ' ' ' _t_Jt 8
.O.FRAUO , , , , , J__j._j

f. Claim suspension and
'l'erm ! nat'lon?

_uo ' ' ' ' ' .... l..J_J 9
_F.Auo ' ' ' ' ' ....I_J_J
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1.03 We would like Co Calk with you about those stages of the claims process which
are handled by your agency.

The inCerview will include sections on the administration o_ the claims

process, methods used in monitoring overissuances and claims, overissuance

identification, and (LIST ADDITIONAL MODULE TOPICS).

NOTE: ALL KESPONDENTS WELL BE ASKED MODULES 1-4 AND 10.

Is any parc of the claims process for Food SCamps integrated with the claims
processes of other assistance programs, such as AFDC, Medicaid, or GA? That

is, does the same scarf unit handle claims for Food Stamps and other

pro,rams?

YES ...................................... 1

NO ......... (GO TO MODULE 2) .............. 0
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1.04 Which other programs are Integrated with Food Stamps claims at the stage of:

(CIKCLE "1" F0R ALL THAT APPLY.)

OTHER

PROGRAM

AFDC MEDICAID GA (SPECIFY)
m

a. Claim referrals? 1 I I ] {__{

b. Claim investigations? 1 1 1 ,1_t_{

c. Establishment of claims? t I I ,I I I

d. Collection of claim

payments?

_couP_NT l* I i { ,.{__{

oTsut_s_oDS I I I ,l__{__{

e. Follow-up activities on

delinquent claims? I i i ,{_{_[

f. Claim suspension and
termination? 1 I I .[__{ ,,{

'1.05 ASK IF FSP AND AFDC ARE INTEG_TED. How is the recoupment for Food Stamps

and AFDC linked? Is it the; (CIRCLE "1" OR "O" FOE ALL ITEM_.)

YES NO

a. Same staff? I 0

b, Same unit? i 0

c. Same automated system? 1 0

d. 0_her? i 0

(sPscxFY) { !_2i_ ,, m ,
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MODULE 2' ADMINISTRATION CONTROL

There are a varieCy of ways ChaC an agency can manage Che claims process, We are

inceresced in che managemenc meChods used by your agency,

2.00 Does your agency produce rouCine summary reports which assess how well che
claims sysCem is working?

YES ...................................... 1
NO ........... (GO TO 2,02) ................ 0
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2,01 Do those summary reports include reports on activities at the various

stages of the claims process? That fs, are there sumn_ary reports
concerning: (CIRCLE "1" or "0" UNDER "REPORTS" FOR ALL ITEMS,)

Z

(IF YES, ASK:) Is the preparation of those reports automated? How
frequently are those reports prepared? Who receives the report? (MULTIPLE

ANSWERS ARE POSSIBLE FOR "W-HO RECEIVES?",)

REPORTS? AUTOMATED?

YES NO YES NO FREOUENCY?WHORECEIVES?

a, Claim referrals?

No_Auo I o I o I__j/ I// I/__t

b, Clalm Investlga*lons?

NO.mAuo 1 o 1 o t..._1__--I

c, Establishment of claims?

FRAUD I O ! 0 ,._j_ ,_.j__J ,__j_.j ,__,__,
No.m^uo 1 o 1 o t__t__! t__tt i/__1 I/__1

d, Col teci'lon of claim paynmn1's?

NONRRAUO I 0 1 0 t_.J___tt__1__1

e, Foll_e--up actlvltles on
del Inqueni' claims?

FRAUD I 0 I 0 .{_j' C.J..--J C_J ' '_'_'
NONFRAUO 1 0 I 0 I_:_ I_J_J L_I I_t_1

f. Claim suso_mslons and
term I nat I OhS?

FRAU0 1 o 1 o t _I I_J__J I__1__t
No._^uo 1 0 1 o I_J_j I__t__t I/__1 I__1__1

CODES FOR FP,._qOENC¥ CODES FOR WHO RECEIVES

1. LESS THAN MONTHLY 1. CASEWOLKER
2, LESS THAN MONTHLY 2, C%/ SUPF_VISOR

AND I,IONTHLY 3. CLAIMS UNIT: lOCAL
3. MONTHLY - - 4. FRADD UNIT: LOCAL

4, QUARTERLY 5. INVESTIGATION UNIT: LOCAL
5, SEMI-ANNUALLY 6, RECOVERY UN]ET: LOCAL
6 · ANNUALLY 7. CtdLIMS CONSULTART
7, ItU_GO/,AR 8. FRAUD '_ULTANT

8. OTHER 9. INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST

(SPECIFY) ....... ,, I0. RECOVERY SPECIALIST
11. OTHER

(SPECIFY)
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2.02 Are the relevant workers provided with training specifically related to the

claims process?

YES..... 1

2.03 Does this training in the claims process include:
(CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS,)

YES NO

a. Training for new hires? 1 0

b, Scheduled refresher training for

existing staff? I 0

c. Retraining as needed (for example,

following a rule change)? 1 0

2.04 Where is the emphasis placed in the training? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT
APPLY, )

PROCEDURES FOR CLAIM REFERRALS ........................... 1

DETECTION OF OVERISSUANCES .............. ................. 1

PREVENTION OF OVERISSUANCES .............................. 1

INVESTIGATIONS .......... ................................. 1

REGULATIONS/LAWS ......................................... 1

OTHER .................................................... 1

(SPECIFY) .]__] ,,]

.1_1 I
,1_1 I

2.05 Are there written manuals available to the staff which provide detailed
information on the policies and procedures of the claims process?

YES ...................................... 1

SO,,se,sseeeee®s,e®e,es,,e,,s.le®e.._e,,®0

2.06 Do you have any time limits which control how long workers have to complete

the steps involved in the processing of the claim?

YES ...................................... 1

NO ........ (GO TO MODULE 3) ............... 0
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2.07 are there established time limits for:

(CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS,)

(IF YES, ASK:) What is Che time limit for (STAGE OF PROClaSS)? What is the

starting event for the time limit? What percent o£ cases are you able Co
process within that time limit?

TIME LIMITS? DAYS FROM
YES NO STARTINGEVENT? PERCENT

a, Making · claim referral?

_^uo , o I_kiJ _e. t_j_J liJJ

_,_AUO , o I_jj_j _" III kJ_J-J

b. Caa_letlng claim

Investigations?

_o , o I_J_J_J_ I_J_Jl_J_JJ

.o.mAw , o I_jj__tm_..ljJ Iijj
' :: 7

c, Estabilshlng the
claim?

FanUO , o 122_J m t_J3 I__t_j_J

_.A® , o IJ/j F_ tjj tJJJ

d, Completing roi Iow-up
activities on a

del lnquent' claim?

_ , o IJJJ F_. 12_J t._323

NO.FR^UO , o I_J_JJ m IJ_] IJJj

e. Susp_dlng _t claim?

FRAUD I 0 tJJi FROM Il/ IJJJ

_m_ , o I__t___t_ l_J I__t_J_J

CODES R_ STARTING EVENT
l

,. OEUCT,o.
2. REFERRAL

4. FAILURE TO PAY

5. OTHER
(SPECIFY)
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MODULE 3: CLAIMS MONITORING

Now I would like to talk with you about the processes and procedures that you have
for monitoring overissuances and claims.

3.00 Is any part of your claims process automated?

YES ...... 1

3.01 Is any part of the food stamp certification sys=em also automated?

YES..... 1

3.02 Does your automated claims system have access to the household eligibility

file used by the automated certification system?

YES ...................................... l

NOoe....e.e......oee..eeee..,........,eo.0

3e03 roes your automated system calculate =he amount of the overissuance?

NONFRAUD FRAUD

YES ............................... 1 1

NO .... (GO TO 3.05 iF "NO"

FOR BOTH) ....................... 0 0

3e04 HOW far back does the automated system permit the overissuance to be
calculated?

.oNTHs..........................I { I I
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3.0 5 Are the calculations and deductions £or recoupment automated? Does the

system generate demand letters? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

NOTE: WE ARE NOT CONCERNED WITH WHICH AUTOMATED SYSTEM DOES THESE
FUNCTIONS.

YES NO

CALCULATIONS:
FRAUD ........................... 1 0

NONFRAUD..,. .......... o,,.. ..... 1 0

DEDUCTIONS:

FRAUD ............. .............. 1 0
NONFRAUD..,...,.,,,,.... ........ 1 0

DEMAND LETTERS:
FRAUD ........................... 1 0
NONFRAUD ................ ........ 1 O

3.06 Do you maintain an automated history for the dates of actions taken on
overissuances or claims?

YES ............. ...... ................... l

NO...........(CO TO 3.O9)................0

3.07 What is the starting point for Chat automated history? (CIRCLE ONLY ONE

_U_SPONSE.)

DETECTION ................................ i
REFE_ ............ . .................... 2
gSTABLISaM_NT............................3
COLLECTIONS, .......... ....., ............. 4

FAILURE TO PAY ........................... 5

SUSPENSION ............................... b
OTHER ........ ,...,,.,., ....... . ........ ..7

(SPECIFY) t__l t
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3.08 Does that automated history include the:

(CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

NONFKAUD FRAUD
YES NO YES NO

a. Dates of actions taken on overissuances
and claims?

DATES OF ALL ACTIONS I 0 1 U
DATE OF LATEST ACTION [ U I 0

OTHER I O 1 0

(SPSCIFY) I I I I I 1

b. Dates of claim payments through recoupment? ! O I 0

c, Dates of o_her types of claim payments? I 0 I 0

d. Amounts of claim payments? I 0 I 0

e. Date of claim suspension? I 0 I 0

3.09 DO you have an established process (either msnual or automated) for
tracking individual overissuances or claims?

YES ............................. 1

NO .... (GO TO 3.11) .............. 0
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3.10 Does your process for monitoring claims include the tracking of:

(CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

(IF YES, ASK:) Is that tracking automated?

TRACKING? AUTOMATED ?

YES NO YES NO

a. Claim referrals?
FRAUD I 0 I 0
NONFRADD 1 0 I 0

b, Claim investigations?
FKAUD I 0 I O
NONFRAUD I 0 I 0

c. Established claims?
FRAUD I 0 I O
NONFRAUD 1 0 I 0

d. Claim payments ?
FRAUD 1 0 I 0
NONFRAUD I 0 1 0

e. Suspended claims?
FRAUD I 0 I 0
NONFRAUD I 0 I 0

f, Individuals disqualified
because of fraud claims? I 0 1 0

g, Computer match hl_s? I 0 I 0

h. Other apparent overissuances? I 0 I 0

3.11 DO you have a system for signaling workers _haC a household case has an
overissuance or claimvhich requires furcher actiod_by the agency?

YES* ................................. 1

NO.... (GO TO 3.13) ................... O
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3.12 For which types of cases are workers signaled that further action is

needed? That is, for which types of cases do you have flags?
(READ THE LIST AND CIRCLE "1" OR "O" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

(IF YES, ASK:) Are the flags automated? Who is alerted by the flags?

(MULTIPLE ANSWERS ARE POSSIBLE.) Are the flags permanently attached :o the

case, that is, are they carried on the records of households that are no

longer participating in the program so that the flags are visible to staff

if the household reapplies?

FLAGS? AUTONATED? PERNANENT?

YES NO YES NO WI.IOtS ALERTED? YES NO

Fraud_.f.rr.,. , 0 , 0 I_J2 I_3_31_32 , o
,_,r..dr.f.r_.,. , 0 , 0 I_3_3122 1_13 ' o
c.....,,,_,,..c.,.. , o , o t__1-3I-3-3 I_3_3 ' o
c....,_d.,,.,u..,¢,.,_ , o , o I_L_i I._l_J 1/-3 ' o
c....,,_.u.,..d.d_,.,.. , o , o t_3_3I_3_3I_3--3' o
Case with disqualified

,.d,.,du.,. , o , o I-3_3 t2-3 I_3_3 ' o
o,,. , o , o 1__12I_3_1I_3_3 ' o
cs.Ec,rr_ 13_3 coDEs_ ,.o,s'_.E.TED

I. CASEWORKER
2. CW SUPERVISOR

5, CLAItdS UNIT: LOCAL

4, FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL
5, INVESTIGATION UNIT: LOCAL

6, RECOVERYUNIT: LOCAL

7, CLAINS OONSULTANT

8, FRAUD CONSULTANT

9, INVESTIGATION _PECl ALI ST

I0, RECOVERYSPECIALIST
11, OTHER

( SPECIFY)

3.13 Do you produce routine reports on the status of individual cases with
overissuances and claims?

YES .................................. l

NO .... (GO TO 3.15) ................... 0
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3.14 Do these reports include s_aCus reports on individual cases with:

(CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

(IF YES, ASK:) Is the preparation of these reports automated? How

frequently are those reports prepared? Who receives chess reports?

(MULTIPLE FJ/SPONSES ARE POSSIBLE FOR "WHO RECEIVES?".)

REPORTS? AUrONATm)?
YES NO YES NO FREOUENCY? WHORECEIVES?

a. Claim referrals?

FRAUD ! 0 1 0 i_..j=__j I__J._j i_.jJ C_J_J

NO,mAUO , o 1 o I'lJ I__iJ Ill IJ_l

b. Established claims?

_Aoo , o 1 o I_l_J I_t_J I_J_J I_J_J

,_:_Auo , o , o t_.j..j I_j_.jt_i IJ__l

c. Delinquent claims?

mAuD , o , o I__J_.J t__j2 I_jJ I1__t.

NO,mAUO 1 0 , 0 I__JJ t_j__l t_jJ IJ_j

COOESFORFREQUENCY C(X)ES_ _ RECEIVES

1. LESS THAN _TNLY 1. CAS_ER

2, LESS THAN NONTHLY 2. CW SUPERVISOR

MONTHLY :3, CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL

3, MONTHLY 4. FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL
4. QUARTERLY 5, INVESTIGATION UNIT: LOCAL

5, SEMI'ANNUALLY 6. RECOVERYUNIT: LOCAL

6. ANNUALLY 7. CLAtI_ CONSULTANT
7, IRREGULAR 8. FRAUD OONSULTANT

8. OTHER 9. INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST

(SPECIFY) t0o RECOVERYSPECIALIST

I I, OTHER
( SPECIFY)

3.15 Do you have an established process for sorting and reporClng on

overissuances and claimS by Chair chronological ages?

YES ..... ,o.. ............................. t
NO ........... (GO TO _OOULE 4) ............ 0
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3.16 Uoes your process for aging overissuances and claims involve keeping
=rack of the ages of:
(CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS,)

(IF YES, ASK:) Wha= is =he starting event? Is =he aging auComaUed?

NOTE: THE "STAI{TING EVENT" IS THE EVENT WHICH IS USED AS THE BASIS FOR

AG ING,

AGING? STARTING AUTOMATED?

YES NO EVENT? YES NO

a, Apparent overissuances? 1 0 i J I i 0

b, Claim referrals?

NONFRAUD 1 O I 0

c. Claim investigations?

NONFRAUD I 0 I 0

d. Delinquent claims?

NONFRAUD I 0 1 0

e, Suspended claims?

NONFRAUD I 0 1 0

CODES FO_ EVENT

1, DETECTION
2. REFERRAL

3 . ESTABLISflMENT

4. FAILURE TO PAY

5. SUSPENSION

6. OTHER

(sP_c_FY)
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PJU_UXkU_

NODULE 4: (_..AIM REFKRRAL

Now I would like =o talk about the first stage of the claims process--claim
referral.

4,00 Which of the following methods are used in the identification of over-
issuances: (READ LIST OF METHODS AND CIRCLE "l" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

How would you rank the detection methods USed in order of their
importance? (By importance, I mean responsible for identifying the most
.overtssuances.)

(RANK EACH METHOD USED.)
USED?

YES NO RANKING

a. qC reviews? I 0 I ,,,J [

b, RecerCtflcaCion review? I 0 1____1

c, Computer matching of wages? ! 0 I____1

d, Computer matching of unearned income? I 0 I __[

e, Computer matching of resources? 1 O [___[

f, Duplicate participation checks? I O .j

g. Special investigation units? I 0 I____l

h, Internal audits? I 0 [ ,[ [

1. Error prone profile? I 0 [__J__l

J. Hotline, "whtstleblowing"
or informal complaints? I 0 [__[__[

k, Information from other
agencies? I 0 I t {

1. Conflicting information

from the recipient? 1 0 t ],,,{

m. Supervisory:reviews? I 0 ]__j__]

n. OCher? '_ ' _z_illi _ t 0

(sP c FY) I I J t__1__1
J I__1 J__l__J
,JJj tJ__)
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OPTIONAL MODULE

MODiP.R 5: (_ INVESTIGATIONS

5.00 IS THIS MODULE REQUIRED? (REFER TO PAGE 6 OR 7,)

YES ............................. 1

NO... .... (GO TO MODULE 6) ....... 0

Moving on to the stage of claim investigations, I would like to ask you about the

processes for the calculation of the overissuance amount, the determination of

the nature of the error, and any investigations into the circumstances of the

error. Would you briefly describe the process for investigating fraud and

nonfraud claims used in your agency?

NOTES:

5.01 There are two broad categories of claim referrals: referrals for

nonfraud errors and referrals for suspected fraud. Does your agency

place more emphasis upon the investigation and establishment of fraud

claims than upon the investigation and establishment of nonfraud

claims? IF NO, PROBE FOR WHETHER THE EMPHASIS IS THE OTHER WAY--
NONFRAUD OVER FRAUD CLAIMS, (CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE,)

NO DIFFERENCE ................ (GO TO 5,03) ........... 1
FRAUD OVER NONFRAUD ................................. 2

NONFRAUD OVER FRAUD ................................. 3

5.02 Would you tell me about your agency's emphasis for claim investigation

and establishment and the reasons behind those policies? (CIRCLE "1"

FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

PROTECT INTEGRITY OF PROGRAM ........................ 1

DETERRENT FOR POTENTIAL FRAUD ....................... 1
EASIER TO ESTABLISH NONFRAUD ........................ 1

RECOVER MORE DOLLARS ................. ............... 1

FNS INCENTIVES ...................................... 1

FRAUD INVESTIGATIONS/ESTABLISHMENT EXPENSIVE ........ 1

OTHER.. ........ ........... .......................... 1

(SpECIe) ,1__[[
I__1 [
,1__1 [
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5.03 Who is generally responsible for investigating the circumstances of _e

overissuances for nonfraud cases? For cases of suspected fraud?
(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

CASEWORKER........ ,,,, .................... 1 1

G_ SUPERVISOR.., ..... o .................... 1 l
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL,, o.................... 1 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL ........................ ! 1
INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCAL,, ............. 1 l

CLAIMS CONSULTANT,,.,, .................... 1 1

FRAUD CONSULTANT,,,,..,,,,,,,,,.,,,,,,,,,,! 1

INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST, ........ ·,,,,,,,. 1 1
OTHER..,.,,. ...... , ....... ,.,,,,,,.,,,.,,,t ' 1

(sPEcim I__t__l [__[ I

5,04 Is the overissuance amount calculated for every case in which there is
an overissuance or do you dismiss some cases beiore doing the work-up?

NONFRAUD FRAUD
, ,s i

ALWAYS CALCULATED.,(GO TO 5,06 IF "1" FOR BOTH).,,o,,,,,,I 1
NOT ALWAYS CALCULATED,,,, ............. ,..., ..... ,,, ...... 0 0

5.05 When is the overissuance amount not calculated? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL
THAT APPLY. )

CANNOT GET INFORMATION ........................ ,*,,,.l
CANNOT IDENTIFY PROBLEM ..... ,,,,,,, .... ,..... ,,,,...1
ERROR IS OLD., ................. . ..... ...., .... , ..... 1

APPEARS TO BE LESS THAI/ $35..o.,,,.,,, ..... · ........ 1
NOT ENOUGH TIME FOR ALL OVERI_I_UANCES ............... 1
OTHER.,.,,**,.*** .... ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.,,, ...... ,,,,.1

(SPSC_) ,, t_[__[
[_t t
I I I

5.06 How far back do you go la catcutating the amount- of Cb_ ov_-rlSsuance?

NONF_,VV'---_NO_F_Um
s_UD (_) (Hi)

,,--...................,' , , I .!..2 1__1 1

_A_EoF E_OR........... ..9s 9s _s
NoGun)ELINt............... 9_ 9_ 99

CS-B-23



5. U7 Does the investigation include searching ior other possible sources ot
error and/or fraud in addition co that which has been discovered?

NUNFKAUD FRAUD

YES .......................... 1 1

NO ........................... O 0

5.08 Focusing on nonfraud cases, what steps or methods are typically used in

conducting au investigation of a nonfraud case? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR

ALL ITEMS.)

(FOR EACH METHOD USED, ASK:) Is/are (METHOD) always used? (IF NOT

ALWAYS USED, ASK:) In what percentage of noufraud cases is/are (METHOD)

used? What (does its/do their) use depend upon?

USED? ALWAYS? PERCENT
YES .o YES.0 OFCASES DEPE.OSON

c^sE.,LE.EVIEW , O , O _----3 1_--3

TELE..O<,.TE.V,EW , 0 , 0 I_J_._l I_.J.._l

IN'OFFICE INTERVIEW 1 0 ! 0 I._a_ _a La._a

v,s,T , o _ 0 ___] Iii

THiRD-PARTY CONTACTS 1 0 1 0 I .J__ ...a I_.a__J

OT_E_ , o , o I_.1. _J I__L_I

(SPEC,_) I_._l CODES,=OROEPE.OS0.
1. RESPONSIVENESSOF CLIENT

2. NATUREOF PROBLEM
5, AVAILABILITY OF WITNESSES

4. NEED FOR EVIDENCE
5. OTHER

( SPECI FY )

5.09 Are there established policies or procedures for determining which of

the claims referred for non_raud errors will be most actively pursued

(INVESTIGATED) prior co claim establishment? This would include any

policies for prioritizing cases when there is a backlog of claim

referrals Co be processed?

YES ................................. [

NO....(GOTO 5.14)..................o
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5.10 In setting up these priorities for nonfraua cases, what characterisrics
of a case would increase the likelihood of that case being pursued
(INVESTIGATED) prior to claim esgablishment? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT
APPLY. )

AGE OF G_IENT 1....leoe,te!l,oeel,lmooelml.llel,eeele

PHYSICAL/MENTAL STATE OF CLIENT .................... 1

PA HOUSEHOLD ....................................... 1

HOUSEHOLD ERROR,,, ........ ,,**,0,,.,,.. ............ 1

RECENT ERROR .............. ..,,.,,,,, ............... 1
ACTIVE CASE 1

LARGE DOLLAR AMOUNT ................... ,............ 1

OTHER,, ............ 0,, .... ,,,,,, ..... ·............. 1

(SPECIFy) J__l I
i_l_l
I_i_l

5.11 What are the rea8on8 behind _hese policies?
(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL TMAT APPLY.)

COLLECT MOPE MONEY ........ ,..,..,,,. .... ........... 1

EASIEST TO ESTABLISH, ....... .,.,m,.,o,*,*,, ........ 1
EASIEST TO COLLECT ............ ,.,,,. ............... 1

1OTHER .......... ,,, ........... ..,,. ........ ·........

(SPECIFY) .... t, I__[

_l_l,I

5,12 How is the prioritizing of cases done? PRO_E, IF NEEDED--Is there a
very sgructured scoring of _ses _sed on _he dlmensioms you listed or
is it a more informal process intended Co provide ,nAy general
guidelines? (CIECLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE,)

RIGOaOUSSCOIt_....._,o 1
_rr_LI_gS.;.;.,,.._( t4)¢E_ _o To 5.... . ........ 2

OTHER..,...............,.;..(GO TO 5.14).,.... ...... 3

(SPECIFY), J J i

5.13 Is this scoring of cases automated?

YES ...... ,,,, ........................ 1

NOee,ee,,,,,,m,,,,,,,,,.,,,,,m,-,,,,-0
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5.14 At the conclusion of the investigation of nonfraud referrals, who

generally makes the decision that a claim should be established?
(CIRCLE "i" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

CASEWORKER .......................................... 1
6_ SUPERVISOR ....................................... 1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL. ................................ 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL.. ................................ l

INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCAL ......................... 1

CLAIMS CONSULTANT ................................... 1

FRAUD CONSULTANT .................................... 1

INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST ............................ 1

OTHER ............................................... 1

(SPECIFY) I [__l

5.15 Now let's talk about cases of suspected fraud.

Who is generally responsible for the initial decision to refer an
overissuance case for fraud investigation? (CIKCLg "1" FOg ALL THAT
APPLY. )

CASEWO_.ER .......................................... l
CW SUPERVISOR ....................................... [

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ...... ........................... 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL .................................. 1

INVESTIGATIONb UNIT: LOCAL ......................... 1

CLAIMS CONSULTANT ..... .............................. 1
FRAUD CONSULTANT .................................... 1

INVESTIGATION _PECIALIST ............................ 1

OTHER ............................................... l

(sPECie) I [. I

5.16 At what stage in the claims process is that decision typically made?
(CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE.)

IN CONJUNCTION WITH CLAIM REFERRAL .................. 1

AS PART OF INVESTIGATION FOLLOWING REFERRAL ......... 2
AFTER INVESTIGATION ................................. 3

OTHER ............................................... 4

(SPECIFY) I ]__]

5.17 What percent of overissuances are referred for fraud investigations?

PERCENT..................... I Ill
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5.18 WhaC steps or methods are typically used in conducting an invesCigaCion

of a case of 8uspecced fraud? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

(FOR F,ACH _iETHOD USED, ASK:) Is/are (METHOU) always used? (IF NOT

ALWAYS USED, ASK:) In whac percentage of suspected fraud cases is/are
(METHOD) used? Whac (does iCs/do their) use depend upon?

USED? ALWAYS?PERCENT
YES NO YES NO OFCASES OEPENDSON

cA_F,_.EV,_ , o , o IJ_J_j LJ_J

TELEP.O.E,_.V,EW , 0 , o I_J_J_J lJJ

IN-OFFICE INTERVIEW 1 0 I 0 _.a_.a ..j t_a._J

NO.EVISIT 1 0 , 0 _j_j_j l_.J._J

THIRD-PARTYCONTACTS 1 0 10 _j...J._.J i_.J_.a

,_v,_.,_ESSES , o , 0 _j_ l_J_J

FORENSICINVESTIGATION 1 0 I 0 _..L...L...J {..a_.J

o_. , o , 0 t_JJj JJ_J

(SoECiF¥) !_.J_J cooEs_E_ ON
{. ,_IYENESS OF CLIENT
2. NATUREOF PROBLEM
3, AVAILABILITY OF WITNESSES
4, NEED FOREVIDENCE
5o _::

( SPECI FY)

5.19 Are Chere escablished policies or proceaUres for deCermlntn 8 which of

che claims referred for suspecced fraud will be most acCtvely pursued
(INVESTIGATED) prior Co claim establishment? This would include any

policies for prioritizing cases when there is a backlog of claim

referrals Co be processed?

YES ......... .... ..... ............l
NO.... (GO TO 5.24) ............... O
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5.20 In setting up these priorities for suspected fraud cases, what charac-
=eristics of a case would increase t_ likelihood of that case being

pursued (INVESTIGATED) as suspected fraud prior to claim

establishment? (CIRCLE '1" FOR ALL THAT _PLY.)

AGE OF CLIENT ...................................... !
PHYSICAL/MENTAL STATE OF CLIENT .................... [

PA HOUSEHOLD ....................................... !

RECENT ERROR ....................................... [

ACTIVE CASE ........................................ 1

lARGE DOLLAR AMOUNT ................................ X

QUALITY OF EVIDENCE ................................ 1
PEPEAT OFFENDER..... ............................... !

FLAGRANT VIOLATION ................................. 1

FRAUD IN MULTIP_ PROGRAMS ......................... 1

OTHER .............................................. 1

(SPECIFY) I I . t

Iii
I.J_J

5.21 What are the reasons behind these policies?
(CIRCLE "1'' FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

COLLECT MOPE MONEY,. ............................... 1

EASIEST TO ESTABLISH ............................... 1
EASIEST TO COLLECT ................................. 1

OTHE .............................................. l

(SPECIFY) J , I_1

,1_[ I

5.22 How is the prioritizing of cases done? PROBE, IF NEEDED--Is there a
very structured scoring of cases baaed on the dimensions you listed or

is it a more informal process intended to provide only general

guidelines? (CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE.)

RIGOROUS SCORING ........................ 1
GENERAL GUIDELINES .... (GO TO 5.24) ...... 2

OTHER ................. (GO TO 5.24) ...... 3

(SPECIFY) j__[ I

5.23 Is this scoring of cases automated?

YES ..................................... 1

SOeeeeeeeeeeeee.eeeeeeeeeeeeeee,e-ee.ee.O
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5.24 Who is generally responsible for the initial decision to pursue a case

of suspected fraud as a fraud claim? That is, who determines that a

particular case merits the extra effort required to confirm the fraud

allegation? (CIRCLE "1" FOE ALL THAT APPLY,)

CASEWOP_R,,,... .................................... 1

CW SUPERVISOR,,,,,,,,**... .......................... 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL .............. ,...,., ............ 1
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL ........... o,,.,,,., .............. 1

INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCAL ......................... 1

CLAIMS CONSULTANT,°,,,, ..... ,...,.,,,.,,, ........... 1

FRAUD _X_NSULTANT ..... , ....... °,,,,,,,,,° ............ 1

INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST, ..... ,o,. .................. 1

OTHER ............................................... 1

(sPEcie) i I I

5.25 What factors enter into that decision? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)
)

AVAILABLE STAFF TIME., ........... ...... ............. 1

QUALITY OF EVIDENCe..... .......... ...... ............ 1
FLAGRANT VIOLATION...... ...... .... ..... ·............ 1
LARGE_L_ _OUNT.......... . ......... . ............ l
OT_R ................ .............. .................l

(SPECIFY) t I i

l_l_l

5.26 How ia a fraud referral handled after ithas been decided hOC to pursue
lC as a fraud claim7

P_OCES_ED AS NONFRAUD CLAIM..., ...... ,.., 1
OTHER. .... . ........... ·..... ·.... ....°...2

(sPSC:_) ,, I_1 I
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OPTIONAL NODULE

MODULE 6: CLAIM ESTABLIS_NT

6.00 IS THIS MODULE REQUIRED? (REFER TO PAGE 6 OR 7.)

YES ........................... 1

NO ....... (GO TO MODULE 7) ..... 0

The next stage of the claims process to be discussed is claim establishment.

6.01 For cases of suspected fraud, which of the following methods are used to
establish the claim? (CIRCLE "1" OR "0" FOR ALL ITEMS.)

How would you rank the methods used in order of their frequency of use?
(RANK EACH METHOD USED. )

USED?

YES NO RANKING

a. Prosecution 1 0 I }__1

b. Disqualification

consent agreement I 0 1_[ ]

c. Administrative disqualifi-

cation hearing 1 0 [_]__1

d. Waiver of hearing 1 0 [_[ [

6.02 IF ANY OF THE METHODS OF 6.01 ARE NOT USED, ASK--What are the reasons

for not using (METHOD NOT USED)?

METHOD REASON

NOTES: I I I [__[ [

I., I . I [_l_l

i_J,I i_l_s
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6.03 Who makes the decision about which of the methods will be used to

establish a fraud claim? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

CASEWORKER .......................................... 1
CW SUPERVISOR.. .................... ,................ 1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ................................. [

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL. ..... ............. ............... [

INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCAL ......................... 1

CLAIMS CONSULTANT ................................... 1
FRAUD CONSULTANT ................ .................... !

INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST.... ....... ..... ........... ,1

OTHER.............. ..., ............................. 1

(sPEcIFY) .t, 1__1

6.04 What are the mos{; important factors leading to a case being referred for

prosecution as opposed to one of the other me_hods? (CIRL_E "1" FOK ALL
THAT aPPLY.)

ALL FRAUD PROSECUTED,..... ..... ,...,o..o..,,,o.,**..1
aoussaou)NONRESPONSIVE ...........,.,.,,.,,,,,,,,,,.1

_NTU_GE lmi,uia ............. ....................... l
RaPRATOF_ENDEk,.............. ................ ...... l
FUAGRANTVXOUATION....................... . .......... l
QUALITY OF EVIDENCE, ............... ...... ........... 1
FRAUD IN MULTIPLE PROGRAMS .............. .......... ..1

OTHER.... ............................. ., ............ 1

(sPEcwo [ [., [
f__}__f
i t {

6.05 Whac is the role of the prosecutor's office in deCerminlng wht_ cases
are referred for prosecution? For example, are there specific _ide-

lines as to which ca_es _ prosecu_or'a office will take? (CIRCLE "1"

FOR ALL THAT _PLY,)

GUIDELINES 1
SCREENS ALL CASES .... _,.,,.,,._...
OTHER 1

(sPscx_) ,. -::':_. I__l I
I,,J__l

-= IJ..I
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6.06 Prior to the establishment of the fraud claim, how are the overissuances

due to suspected fraud handled? (CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE,)

NO ACTION TAKEN ..................................... 1
PROCESSED AS NONFRAUD ............................... 2

OT.ER............................................... 3

(SPECIe) I. ]__[

6.07 Earlier we talked about the decision to establish a claim for a nonfraud

referral and the decision to pursue a case of suspected fraud as a fraud

claim. Is there a process whereby management or staff at a higher level

than the persons making those decisions review those decisions?

NONFRAUD FRAUD

YES ......... ,.... .,, ............. ,....... .................. 1 1

NO....... (GO TO 6.10 IF "0" FOR BOTH NONFRAUD AND FRAUD)...0 0

6.08 Are all decisions reviewed, or only a random sample of the decisions, or

is some other method used for selecting which decisions to review?
(CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE IN EACH COLUMN.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

NO REVIEW.,........,,......,.......,..,, .... 1 1

ALL ACTIONS.................................2 2
RANDOM SAMPLE ............................... 3 3

OTHER ....................................... 4 4

(sPECIFY) I I_[ , I I__1

6.09 Who is responsible for reviewing the decisions? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL

THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

CASEWORKER .......................... ........ 1 1

CW SUPERVISOR ............................... 1 1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ................. ....... .1 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL ........ ,,,,...... .,.,,...1 1

INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCAL ................. 1 1

CLAIMS CONSULTANT ........................... 1 1

FRAUD CONSULTANT ............................ 1 1

INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST .................... 1 1

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR .................. 1 1

OTHER ....................................... 1 1

(SPECIFY) I__l__l__lI I
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6.10 For noniraud claims, who /s _ponsible for notifying the household of
the claim (i.e., mailin t the demand letter or arranging for the demand

letter to be mailed)? And for fraud claims, who is responsible for
notifying the household of the claim? (CIRCLE "t" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

FRAUD FRAUD

NONFRAUD (COURT) (OTHER)

CASEWORKER...... ....., .... . ...... .! 1 1
CW SUP_kVISOK,. ........ ,,....,....1 I 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL.,.... ........ .1 I 1
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL. ...... ........ .1 i 1

t_COVERY UNIT: LOCAL...... .... ...1 I 1
INVESTIOATIONS UNIT: LOCAL ...... .1 i 1

CLAIMS CONSULTANT.,....... ........ 1 I 1

FRAUD CONSULTANT ...... , ......... ..1 I 1
INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST .......... 1 I 1

RECOVERY SPECIALIST ..... ......... .1 I 1

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR ....... .1 1 1

AUTOMATED SYSTEM .................. l I i
oTaER.............................1 I l

(sPECim {__{{ .......{ {__{ {__{__{
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OPTIONAL NODULE

MOIN_ 7: (1)LLgCTION OF PAY_NTS

7.00 IS THIS MODULE REQUIRED? (REFER TO PAGE 6 OR 7.)

YES,. ............................... 1

NO, ,o......... (GO TO MODULE 8) ...... 0

I would now like to talk with you about the policies and procedures for recover-

ing the claim once collection actions have been initiated, This stage of the
claims process--claim collections--includes setting up the claim for repayment,

the use of demand letters, and the use of recoupment. Would you briefly describe

the way your collection process works?

NOTES:

7.01 Who is generally responsible for making arrangements with the household

on the payment of a nonfraud claim? What about for a fraud claim?
(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

FRAUD FRAUD

NONFRAUD (COURT) (OTHER)

CASEWORKER............ ,. ........... 1 1 1
CS/ SUPERVISOR .......... ° ........... 1 1 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL,.,,. .......... ,1 I 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL ................. 1 1 1
RECOVERY UNIT: LOCAL... ........... 1 1 1

INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCAL ....... .1 1 1

CLAIMS CONSULTANT..................1 I 1

FRAUD CONSULTANT ................... 1 1 1

INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST...........1 1 1

RECOVERY SPECIALIST ................ 1 1 1

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR ......... 1 ! !

AUTOMATED SYSTEM ................... 1 1 1

OTHER..............................1 1 1

(SPECIFY) I ,, t__t I
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7.02 For nonfraud claims, who has responsibility for identifying households

which fall to respond to the initial demand letter? What about for
fraud claims? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

FRAUD FkAUD

NONFRAUD (COUKT) (OTHER)

NO DEMAND LETTER ............. ...... ! ! !

CASEWOL_ER.. .... ..... ......... ,.... 1 1 1
G_4 SUPERVISOR .... .., ....... ........ 1 I 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL, ........ . ...... i I l
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL.,.. ............ .1 I 1

RECOVERY UNIT: LOCAL ...... ,...... ,1 I 1
INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCAL ........ l 1 1
CLAIMS CONSULTANT .................. 1 I 1

FRAUD CONSULTANT.,., ........ ....,..1 I l

INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST ........... l I 1

RECOVERY SPECIALIST, ........ ....... 1 I 1

LEGAL AUTBORITY/PROSECUTOR .... ,,,,,1 I 1
AUTOMATED SYSTEM..., ..... ,,,.,,,..,1 I 1

OTHER.............. ..... ........... l _

(sPECIe) II__l__lll,.... [__1__1

7.03 For nonfraud claims, how frequently are follow-up demand letters mailed
to households once the claim is established? What about for fraud

claims? (CIRCLE ONLY ONE KEPONSg IN EACH COLUMN.)

NONFRAUD NONFRAUD
(i_) (_) FXAUO

MONTHLY ............ ........... 1 I 1
NonXEUSCHEDULE............. z 2 2
OTHER................. .... .... 3 3 3

(SPECIFY) .[__1__t _. 1__1__1__1__1. I

7.04 Is there some standard for how many letters are mailed for a nonfraud
claim if the household does not respond? What about for a fraud claim?

NONFRAUD NONFRAUD

(i.g) (_} FP,AUO

stmm_oF izrrE_........, t__t__I I__t I i 1__1

VARIES aY VALUE OF CLAIM ....98 98 98
NoST_D_ ......... . ....... 9_ _9 _o
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7.05 Under what circumstances is the household 's food stamp allotment reduced

=hrough recoupment? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NOT ROUTINELY USED ............................. [
AGENCY ERROR IF CLIENT CONSENTS ................ 1

HOUSEHOLD ERROR ................................ 1

FRAUD .......................................... 1

OTHER .......................................... 1

(SPECIFY) I t_]
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OPTIONAL MODULE

NODUI_ 8: FOLLOW-UP FOX _EL _I/_ CLAIMS

8.00 IS THIS MODULE REQUIRED? (REFER TO PAGE 6 OR 7.)

NO.....,,,.(GO TO MODULE 9).....0

I would now like to talk with you about the follow-up activities used by your
agency for delinquent claims

8.01 What:methods (other than demand letters) are used to notify households
of delinquent claims? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THA_-APPLY.)

NOSF_UD NO_'_UD FRAUD _UD
(IHS) _ (_) (COURT)(OTHER)

MONTHLY BILLING (SEPARATE
FROM D_END LETTER),. ......... ,,1 I I 1

LATE PAYMENTLETTER.,,,,,,,,,, .... 1 I 1 1
PHONE CALLS,,,.,, ................. 1 1 1 1
OTHER,,.,, .... .,, ........ , ..... .,,1 1 1 1

LI I ti,i I_l_l__J_l_l

8.02 Does your agency use any alternative collections methods, for example,
tax refund intercepts, collection agencies, or wage garnishment, to
collect on delinquent claims?

YES0,00,0,, 0,,,,,,, 010,0,,,0 ,, · ,,,,,,J.

NO,..,(GOTO 8,1oa).,. ...............o
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8,03 Which of the following alternative collection methods are used by your

agency? (CIRCLE "1" OK "0" FOR ALL ITEMS,)

How would you rank the alternative collection methods useO in order of

their frequency of use? (RANK EACH METHO0 USED.)

Can you tell me the approximate number of uses for which each
collection method was used in FY 19857

USED? IF YES, ASK--
Y_s No _KING N_SER

a. Tax reiu_ intercept I 0 . l,,, [ I__{, [__[ __l

b. Wage_rnishment I O I__ll,I__t____l
c. eropertyliens I 0 I__l__l,I I {
d. Small claims court I 0 I J__} {, I

e, Private collection agency I 0 I__ I I I, I _ t__ 1

f. Credit _reau 1 u I I__l, i I I
g. Garnishbankaccounts 1 o I I I I__l, I
h. Civil actions 1 0 I__l__l, l_ I__l
i, Other l, 0

(SPECIFY) I__l i I. I I I__l i, I I__l__l
I__1__1 I__1 I I__1__1, I__1__1 1
i__l__illi II__l,i__i__l__i

8.04 Who generally makes the decision to initiate alternative collection
actions against households which fail to make payments on their

claims? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

FRAUD FRAUD

NONFRAUD (COURT) (OTHER)
CASEWORKER ......................... 1 1 1

CW SUPERVISOR ...................... 1 1 1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL................1 1 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL................. 1 1 1
RECOVERY UNIT: LOCAL .............. 1 I 1

INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCAL ........ 1 I 1

CLAIMS CONSULTANT .................. [ 1 [

FRAUD CONSULTANT ................... 1 i 1

INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST ........... 1 I 1

_ECOVERY SPECIALIST................1 I 1

LEGAL AUTHUKITY/PROSECUTOR ......... 1 I 1
AUTOMATED SYSTEM ................... ! I 1

OTHER..............................1 ! 1

(SPECIFY) I I__1 I, I I i I I
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8.05 Are there established policies or procedures for determining which cases

are pursued through the alternative collection methods?

Y_S .................................. 1

NO.... (GO TO 8.i0a) .................. o

8,06 In determining which cases are to be pursued through al=ernative
collection methods, what characteristics of a case increase the

probability of that case being selected? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT
APPLY,)

PA HOUSEHOLD*** ............... .., ............... 1
FRAUD CLAIM***.,.*****.**** ..... , .......... . .... 1

LONG TERM DELINQUENCY ...... ,., ..... ,............ 1
INACTIVE HOUSEHOLD ...... ,............ ,.......... 1

LARGE DOLLAR AMOUNT ............ ................. 1

OT_R...........................................i

(SPECIFY) I__l__l
,l__l__l
{ I I

8.07 What are the reasons behind these policies?

NOTES: I, {, ,1

I__1__1

I__{I

8.08 How is the selection of cases carried out? IF NEEDED, PROBE--Is it a

very structured scoring of cases based on the dimensions you have listed

or is it a more informal process intended to provXde only general

guidelines? (CIRCLE ONLY O_E _ESPONSE.)

RIGOROUS SCORING.. ................... i

GENERAL GUIDELINES..(GO TO 8.lOs) ....2

OTHm_......... ...,,,(CO TO 8.10a) .... 3

(sPsc_) , i_.J__}

8.09 Is =his sorting of cases automated?

YES ............ ... ................... 1
NO....... ..... .,.....................O
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_.10a Who is responsible for monitoring the repayment of claims when lump sum
or installment methods are used? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY,)

FRAUD FRAUD
NONFRAUD (COUKT) (OTHEr)

CASEWORKER ......................... l I 1

CW SUPERVISOR,, .................... 1 I 1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ................ 1 I 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL,,,. ............. 1 1 1

RECOVERY UNIT: LOCAL .............. 1 I 1

INVESTIGATION5 UNIT: LOCAL ........ 1 I 1
FINANCIAL UNIT: LOCAL ............. 1 I 1

CLAIMS CONSULTANT, .... ,............ 1 I 1

FRAUD CONSULTANT ................... ! I 1

INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST ........... i I 1
RECOVERY SPECIALIST ................ 1 I 1

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR ......... 1 I 1
PROBATION OFFICE/COURT ............. 1 I 1
AUTOMATED SYSTEM ..... , ............. 1 I 1
OTHER .............................. 1 I 1

(sPEcIFY) I t I l__l I I [ I

8.10b Who is responsible (FOR MONITORING THE REPAYMENT OF CLAIMS) when

alternative collections



OPTIONAL NODULE ...._

aouu_ 9: susl'mmsIow/m_mmIRATi°NoF elias

9.00 IS THIS MODULE REQUIRED? (REFER TO PAGE 6 OR 7.)

YES : ' 1· ....l..elo®lle.lt..t.lt.e,.!l.®...

NO....... .... (GO TO MODU_ 10) ........ 0

Now, I would like Co talk with you about how the agency reaches the decision that

it is no longer worthwhile to pursue an outstanding claim,
[ ? [

9.01 Who is generally responsible for identifying claims which should be
considered for suspension? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD
i imll

CASEWORKER..... ,......,.........i 1

CW SUPERVISOR .... .. ........ ....,1 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL..........;_;:t !' 1
FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL .... ,,, .... ...I 1
RECOVERY UNIT: LOCAL.,.,,,,,,o'P -.:: 1
INVESTIGATIONS b_NIT: LOCAL.....t 1
FINANCIAL UNIT: LOCAL..........I 1
CLAIMS CONSULTANT .... · · · ·...... - I 1
FRAUD CONSULTANT....... ....... · · 1 1
INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST.....,,, l 1

RECOVERY SPECIALIST ........ ..... i 1

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR .... ..I 1

AUTOMATED SYSTEM .......... ......1 1

OTHER ,;i 1

(sPEc:m .] ] t,, [_[_[

9.02 Is there a review of delinquent claims co determine which ones should be
suspended?

YES ................... ,.,,,,, ........ 1
(CO 9 06)NO,,.. TO .... ..,.,. .... ...... 0

9.03 Is this review automated?

1Y_Seeeeeee.e..ee..eee_l_ltmesseeeeeee

NO. ..... .,.............,....,........O

9.04 What percent of delinquent claims are reviewed?::kOf those claims that
are reviewed, what _ercen_ are suspended?

=VIEWED............ I[1[

SUSPENOEO...........IIII
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9.05 _ow effective is this review process in reducing the backlog df

delinquent claims? (CIRCLE ONLY ONE RESPONSE.)

VERY EFFECTIVE ............................... 1
SOMEWHAT EFFECTIVE ............................. 2

NOT EFFECTIVE ............................... 3

OTHER .......................................... 4

(SPECIFY) I__J__l

9.06 Are there claims which qualify for suspension but are not suspended?

YES ............................................ 1

NO ......... (GO TO 9.08) ........................ 0

9.07 Why are they not suspended? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL TFAT APPLY.)

LACK OF STAFF .................................. 1

CONTINIIE TO PURSUE ............................. 1

LEGAL RESTRICTIONS ON SUSPENDING DEBT .......... 1
o_FP.......................................... 1

(sPsc_) I I__1

I I_T

9.08 Who is responsible for determining that a claim should be suspended?
(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAUD FRAUD

CASEWO RKE R...................... 1 1

CW SUPERVISOR ................... 1 1

CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ............. 1 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL..............1 1

RECOVERY UNIT: LOCAL ........... 1 1
INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCAL .....1 1

FINANCIAL UNIT: LOCAL ..........1 1

CLAIMS CONSULTANT..............1 1
FRAUD CONSULTANT ................ 1 1

INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST ........ 1 1

RECOVERY SPECIALIST ............. 1 1

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECI_OR ...... 1 1

AUTOMATED SYSTMM ................ 1 1
OTHER ........................... 1 1

(sP[cmo I..I I I I I
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9.09 What documentation is required in order to suspend a claim?

MOTES: t__l{

t I I

i__1 I

9,10 Do you have a procedure for reactivating suspended claims?

YES,,,. .... ,,,,,,.,, ...... ,............ 1

NO;,,,(GO TO 9.12) .......... , ....... ,..0

9.11 Under what circumstances would a suspended claim be reactivated?
(CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

DO NOT REACTIVATE..,.,,,,,,, ........ ........... 1

HOUSEHOLD _FitPPLIES,........,... ,,, ....... ,.... 1

OTHER ........... ,....... ,.. ............ ,,...... 1

(St'ECI_) }__1 ,,1

I__1__1

9,12 Are there established policies or procedures for determining when
suspended claims should be terminated?

YES ......... ,,,,,,,..,,,,. .... ,,,,,,,. ......... 1
NO,.,,, ....... (GO TO 9.14),,,,,,,,.,o.,,,..,,,,0

9,13 What are the criteria for :erminating a suspended claim? (CtKCLE "1"
FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

SUSP_ :FO_ 3 YEARS,.,.,,.,, ........... 1

_/_eS_:llo_eoo_t · i o,oo_1 eot o e ite !oi,, · e,,

OTHER 1oJ J _oe_ooo,o,,,,. I,m, m,mooQ,,t_ I loll..,e-

(sPsc_) I { }
._ ,. {__1 I

I__t__1
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9.14 Who is responsible for determining that a suspended claim should be

terminated? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NONFRAIjD FRAUD

CASEWOP.K_R ...................... 1 1
CW SUPERVISOR ................... 1 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL.............1 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL .............. 1 1
RECOVERY UNIT: LOCAL...........1 1

INVESTIGATIONS UNIT: LOCAL .....1 1

CLAIMS CONSULTANT... ............ 1 1

FRAUD CONSULTANT ................ 1 1

INVESTIGATION SPECIALIST ........ i 1

RECOVERY SPECIALIST ............. 1 1

LEGAL AUTHORITY/PROSECUTOR ...... 1 1

AUTOMATED SYSTEM ................ 1 1

OTHER ........................... 1 1

(SPECIFY) I__1I I t I

9.15 After claims have been suspended, do you ever keep them on the books for
more than three years?

YES ..... ............................... 1

NO .... (GO TO 9.18) ..................... 0

9.16 For how long do you generally retain suspenaed claims on the books?

NONFRAUD FRAUD

INDEFtN_Tm,Y.......................99 _9
Y_'._S...........................I [ I t I I

9.17 What are the reasons for carrying the claims longer than the required
three years? (CIRCLE "1" FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

LACK OF STAFF .................................. 1
CONTINUED PUgSUIT ......... , .................... 1

LEGAL RESTRICTIONS ON TERMINATING DE_T ......... 1

STATE _QUIREMENTS FOR CARRYING ................ 1
OT_ER .......................................... l

(SPECIFX) ,l__l ]
J LI
,l__J__J
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9.18 Earlier we talked about the:decision Co suspend a claim and the decision
to terminate a claim. Is there a process by which management or staff
at a higher level than Ehe person making those decisions review those

decisions? (CIRCLE "1" OK "0" FOK ALL ITEMS.)

YES NO

SUSPENDED:

FRAUD ...... .............................. 1 0

NONFRAUD .................... ..... ........ 1 O
TERMINATED:

FRAUD ................. ,....,,. ......... ,.1 0
NONFRAUD .............. ... ........ ........I 0

IF ALL KESPONSES ARE "NO", GO TO MODULE 10.

9.19 Are all decisions reviewed, or only a random sample of the decisions, or
is some other method used to select decisions to review? (CIRCLE ONLY

ONE RESPONSE FOR EACH.)

ALL _NDOM

DECISIONS SAMPLE OI'_R (SPECIFY)

SUSPENDED:

_RAuD I 2 3 ,. J__l I

NONFRAUD _ 2 3 ,1__1._.3

TERMINATED:

FRAUD 1 2 3 [ [__l

NONFRAUD I 2 3 ] ,{{
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N.20 Who is responslbie for reviewing those decisions? (CIRCLE "1' FOR ALL
THAT APPLY.)

SUSPENSIONS TERMINATIONS

NONFRAUD FRAUD NONFRAUD FRAUD

CASEWOKY,ER .................... 1 I I 1

CW SUPERVISOR ................. 1 I I 1
CLAIMS UNIT: LOCAL ........... 1 I I 1

FRAUD UNIT: LOCAL............1 I 1 1

RECOVERY UNIT: LOCAL .... ..... 1 I I 1

INVESTIGATIONSUNIT: LOCAL.,,I I I 1
FINANCIALUNIT: LOCAL........1 I I 1

CLAIMS CONSULTANT,,...........1 I I 1

FRAUD CONSULTANT .............. 1 1 I 1

INVESTIGATIONSPECIALIST......1 I I 1

RECOVERY _PECIALIST ........... 1 I I 1

LEGAL ADTHORITY/PROSECUTOR .... 1 I I 1
AUTOMATED SYSTEM.,,. .......... 1 I I 1

OT.ER.........................1 I l

(sPeciFY) ,I 1__1 I I__l I__J I 1,1__1
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MOD_LZ_o: _.G_TUDSo_ov_ssu_cEs _D _A_S

I would now like to ask you some questions about the magnitude o[ the

overissuances and claims problems that your claims system is addressing.

10.00 Do you maintain information on the number of overissuances identified
and claim referrals received in FY 19857

YES ......................... o........ 1

NO......(GO TO IO.O1)........ ........ 0

a. How many overissuances were identified in FY 19857 What was the
dollar value of those overissuances?

OVEP.ISSU,_C_._ ............. L.J--[ [, { [ I [, [__[ I {

DOLLAR VALUE,,, ........... 1__[__1__1, [__1__1__1, { { 1__1

b. How many claim referrals were made in FY 19857 What was the dollar
value of those referrals?

_mutALs.... ...... ....... l__{__{{, i._j__t__i, I { I__{

DoL_.,tVALUE......... ..... I__i__{ I, {__L_J__l, {__l {__l

c. Of the claims referrals that were made in _ 1985, how many were
established as claims in FY 19857 What was the dollar value of

these claims?

ES_A_LIS_e_CLAMS........ { { { {, { {__{__{,{__{__{ {

DOLLAR VALUE .............. { [ [ { { [ [ { { t [ [

d. Of the total number of claims that were established in tn/ 1985, how

many had any collections made _ _!9857 What was the initial
value of those _ims? How much- wae==actually collected?

CLAU_W_ COLLeCTiONS...{i {__{, { { t {, {__{ { }

_,_TIALV_UEO_O-,A_.S...t__}__{ {, {__}__l I, I_._i { I

U0'LA_ C0LL_CTEU.........{__i__{ I, { {__i__{,{__{__{__{
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e. Of the total number of claims that were established in FY 1985, how

many were suspended in FY 19857 What was the initial dollar value

of these suspended claims? How much is still unpaid?

SUSPENDEDCLAMS.......... I { i 1, {__1 {__1, { { {__{

INm_ VALUEoFc_ms...{. { I__{, {__1__{__{,I__{ i {

STILLUNPAID.............. I__t__l 1, l__t__{ 1, 1_1 1__1

10.01 What would be your professional estimate for the current year or for the
last few years of:

a. The percentage of identified overissuances which
result in claim referrals?

P_kC_NT......................... { { {__{

b. The percentage of claim referrals which
result in established claims?

_ERCE_T......................... {__{__{__{

c. The percentage of claim referrals for suspected fraud
which result in established claims for fraud?

P_RC_NT......... . ............... {__1 1__{

d. The percentage of established claims for which
at least some collections are made?

PERCENT................. . ....... {__{__l__l

e. The percentage of established claims which
eventually become delinquent?

P_KCENT......................... {__1 I {

f. The percentage of delinquent claims which
are suspended?

P_RCENT......................... { 1__1__{
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10,02 Many agencies have backlogs of cases Co be processed at each stage of
the claims system. To help us get an idea of the time required to

process cases through the system, would you tell me the approximate

number of days required to complete:

a. The claim referral from the
date the overissuance was

identified7 FROMi { t ITO{ I {__l _AYS

b. The establishment of a
nonfraud claim from the

date of claim referral? FROM J ] J ] TO [ { [ L J DAYS

c. The establishment of a
fraud claim from the

dateofclaimrefeml? FROM} i__l,iTOt t I_ OAYS

10.03 What do you see as the reasons for backlogs oi overissuances and claims

which need to be processed? (CIRCLE "1# FOR ALL THAT APPLY.)

NO BACKLOG FOR NONFRAUD.., ................ .....1
NO BACKLO0 FOR FgAUD,..,,,,,,, ..... ,,,, ........ 1

LACK OF STAFF,.,,,,,,,,,,,..,,,,,. ..... ·..... ,,1
CLAIMS LOW PRIORITY,.....,,,,,,,,, ............. 1

1MANUAL SYSTEM ................ ,,, ...............

FRAUD PROCESS SLOW., ......... ,...... ,.......... 1

OTHER,.,, ..... ,.,,,, .... ,,, .................... 1

(SPECIFY) ...... I__l__l
,I I I
i__J__J

10.04 What have you done to address Chis problem? (CIRC_ "1" FOR ALL THAT
_PLY.)

NO _cm, oc ..................................... t

SPECIALIZEDSTAFF,,., ........... ,,,, ........... 1
SPECIALIZED UNIT., ..... ...,,,,..,,..,..,.,.,,.,1

OTHER.,.. ........ ,o........ ......,.,...........t

(sPscirY) I I_
.... {_1_1
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10.05 Finally, I would like some general information about the characteristics
of your PA and N'PA caseloads. What percentage of the active households

in your PA and NPA caseloads have active claims?

PERCENT OF PA CASELOAD ........................ I [ I [

PERCENT OF NPA CASELOAD ....................... [ [__[___{

10.06 What percentage of the active households in your PA and NPA caseloads

have suspended claims?

PERCENT OF PA CASELOAD ........................ [ [ {__[

PERCENT OF NPA CASELOAD....................... [ { [ [

10.07 What percentage of the active households in your PA and NPA caseloads

are repaying claims through recoupment?

PERCENToFPAcAsELoAD........................1 { { {

PERCENT OF N'PA CASELOAD....................... [ [ [ [

10.0R Finally, I would like a little information on the AFDC caseload if you

have it. What percentage of AFDC cases are repaying AFDC claims through

recoupment ?

PER_NT ....................................... I I { I
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